
DECLARATION STATEMENT 

Motors Corporation - Central Foundry 
Massena, S nt Lawrence County, New York 

sion Site 

This decision document presents the u.S. Environmental 
's (EPA's) changes to specific a 

1990 Re on (ROD) for the 
Motors Corporation-Central 

Massena, New York. The 1990 
with the concurrence 

This decision 
zes the and 

for the Site. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

eases of 
sed by implement 

1990 ROD, as revised by this 
and substantial threat to 
ronment. 

the selected remedy 
s and soils which will 

c areas of 
following elements: 1) 

Is containing polychlorinated biphenyls 
1 Motors (GM) facility, nearby St. 

St. Lawrence I the Raquette 
1 Area, and Industrial Lagoons; 
~s containing more than 10 

the 

, may 
1 th, 

1 

s 
excavation of 

) the 

PCBs 



-2-

to to below 10 ppm; 3) on-site al 
als and capping in a New York 

tances Control Act (TSCA) State 
chemi 
prevent 
treatment 

waste landfill; 4) control of surface water run 
rt r movement of contamination; and 5) extra 
of nated groundwater. 

s ROD Is with only a focused 
site disposal, rather 

as contaminated materials excavat 
St. Lawrence River and the Raquette River, ong 

s 
Amendment 

tion, as a 

stallation of the site 
als from the aforementioned 

than the OUI cleanup 1 
disposal at a secure 

any of the site-specific 

discuss 
other involved government agen 

es a contingency remedy. 
the ROD 

Is identified in 
, beyond secure (i.e., fenced) areas 

site disposal, rather than on-site 
treatment, sediments and soils with 
concentra ons greater than 10 ppm. Tribal s 

th concent ons less than 10 ppm will be disposed 
East Area (EDA). Tribal ARARs still apply to the 

OUI 1 s s 

EXPLANATION OF FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE 

The 1990 ROD calls 
Is th 

the on-site treatment of dredged s s 
concentrations greater than 10 ppm utilizi 
treatment or other innovative treatment 

residuals having concentrations of 
to contained on-site. A treatability 

desorption was the pre 

remedy with the St. 
1990 remedy in 1994. 

was compl 
majority of th'e PCB mass 
GM facility. 

was 
the St. 
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In June 1995, E issued a sion Proposed an that called 
for t treatment level the ROD from 10 to 500 ppm PCBs. 
The with concentrations r 10 
but s would on-site. The 1995 
Post Decision Proposed Plan also recommended desi ion the 
on-site containment area as a Corrective Management Unit and 

on as the treatment the Is at the 
concentrations 500. That proposal 

a change in EPA policy concerni treatment 
PCB wastes. th the issuance the Proposed an 

this ROD Amendment· on st 31,1998, wi 1995 
Proposed Plan re to ic si tion to the remedy 
identi plan. 

rements 
42 U.S.C. Section 9 1, 

and t environment; 
rements that are 

appropriate to the remedi 
s ROD Amendment does not 
t treatment to 

the 

e 
on-site 
will be conduct 

1 a to 

strator 

by cation, meets 
actions set forth in CERCLA Section 

in that it: (1) is of human 
(2) complies with federal and state 
lly icable or evant and 

action; (3) is cost ef 
satisfy 

toxi 
s. 

substances rema 
land use, a 

r commencement of the 
to provide quate 
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I. 

The Motors Corporation (GM)-Central Foundry Division 
n Divi ) Super Site (Site) is 1 

St. County, Massena, New York. 
north by St. River, on 

by St. Regis Mohawk Tribal Lands, on the south by the 
west the Met s Company 
( 1) • 

Site consists 
East Disposal Areas 

areas gure 2) . North and 
and Industri Landfill conta PCB-

contaminated s, sludge. There are two inactive and 
two active i at te contai ng PCB-
contaminated liquids, sludges and solids. The Site also includes 
contaminated sedi~ents and associated wetlands the . Lawrence 

te River and Turtle Creek (formerly called the 
on St. s Mohawk Nat ), cont nated 

soil on St. Regis Mohawk Tribal Lands ks the St. 
Lawrence and Raquette Rivers, contaminated s the GM property 
not associat wi the c di 1 areas already mentioned 

si te ls") I and contaminated r 
the Site. The portions the Site relevant to 

this Record of s (ROD) Amendment are the St. Lawrence River, 
ver, and Is as wi th the installation of 

groundwater controls. 

use in area Site consists of 
and indust al uses. Immediately to the east of the 
St. Regis Mohawk Nat or asne. The 

s ty is ately to west the 
the Alcoa facility is approximately 8 miles to the west. the 

s Company coa s are currently ect 
of Federal and state cleanup actions. St. River flows are 
controlled by Moses-Saunders Power located approximately 
4 miles ream from S 

The GM facility cons of approximately 270 acres of 
indust al and undeveloped 1 lie to the east of the 

ty an area Creek. are no known 
federa isted endangered or threatened species inhabiting 
St. Lawrence River. However, the River does support a number of New 

St ist , , al concern sh 
The and the adjacent areas also provide nesti for 

a variety Federally-listed 

Massena area. 



II. SITE HISTORY 

GM has operated an aluminum diecasting ant at 
1959. Until 1980, PCBs were 

since 
used in 
tect 
rature 

to 

ti machines at GM ity. PCBs 
re thermal degradation in 

of the diecasting machines. 
ss or PCBs at however, 

materi s remain at Site. 

The GM Site was pl on National Priorities 
st (NPL) in 
GM's past waste 

strative 

1983 as a result of cont ion relat 
di 1 ces. In 1985, GM entered into an 
r on Consent ( No. II CERCLA-50201) th EPA 

to perform a investigation and feasibility study (RI and 
extent to which PCBs were present in the soil, FS) to determine 

g and s. RI and FS were e in 
respectively. 

provi and FS, EPA iss 
two first, or Unit 1 ( 1) ROD, was 
issued in December 
contamination in 

(OUI ROD or 1990 ROD) and addressed 
River, GM site soils, St. Re s 

Mohawk 1 s, North 1 Area, 
Raquette River, 
industrial lagoons. 

runoff, groundwater, and the 

The second Operable Unit (OU2) ROD was issued in 19 
ssed contamination in the Industrial Landfill, East 

Di g er t owed bene those areas. 

RODs were issued, 
(UAO) to GM 

II CERCLA-20207), and a UAO to GM 
20215) in August 1992. 

of 

issued a Unil 
April 1992 (I No. 
(Index No. II CERCLA-

the rements for GM'S 
act g 

GM of the St. Lawrence 
dredging phase of the 1990 1994. In 19 , 

St. Lawrence River was and was successful in removing 
the vast maj ty the PCB mass the St. Lawrence 
adjacent to GM lity. The .sediments were stored on-site in 

engineered containment cells. 

, EPA 
ity s 

treatment 

2 

an which, based 
sorption as 

mate s from 



e s the of source 
Conservat and ) 

Unit (CAMU) to contain 
Management 

Site. 
recommended that the 1995 Post-Decision 

treatment for 
PCBs. 

EPA's rat 
was bas in 
Shortly before the 
Remedial Actions for 

r. No. 9355.4"-10, 
treatment 

mat als rais to 500 ppm 

Proposed Plan 
the Site. 

is its on 
Superfund S PCB Contamination (OSWER 
August 1990) allowed r a 500 ppm 

PCB-contaminated soils at industrial sites, 
of soils contaminated with PCBs low t 
UAO GM to ement OU1 ROD, EPA 

if could provide EPA with formation 
th als at Si te 

~ 500 could be s from wastes 
with lower levels contamination, EPA would reconsider 10 ppm 
treatment 

Significant 
OUI ROD. EPA also iss an anation 

OUI ROD announci t the 
treatment shold reevaluated. 

In June 1994, GM to EPA a st for Re-evaluation 
of Treatment Threshold which GM presented information that would 
jus fy a change in the treatment threshold for OUI from 10 ppm PCB 
to 500 ppm. r tat treatment 

in the OUI ROD was appropriate, EPA issued a Post-
Decis Proposed an 1995. EPA received many conunents 
opposition to that plan. Al 1995 an was ly 

ect human health in iance 
with EPA poli es and regul that, bas on 
vehement public opposition, a in remediation stra was 

This ROD Amendment is focused on three areas the Site and 
to one key element 

areas. 1990 ROD addressed 
in 1990 

several areas of 
contamination in 
soils, St. Mohawk 
Di Area, 
groundwater, and the 

Raquette River, surface 
industrial lagoons (Figure 

that treatment be used to 

, 
water 
2) • 

GM Site 

runoff, 
It 

the 

containment 
than 10 ppm to less than 10 ppm 

treatment residuals. 

This ROD Amendment s only 
excavated/dredged from the St. Lawrence 

3 

with 
a 

the mate 
Raquette 



and t Is excavat the 
groundwater controls. t contamina 

than 10 ppm materials with 
shipped 

s Amendment does not change eanup level 
any rt of the Site. y modification is the off-site 
disposal, rather than on-s treatment, materials with 
concentrations greater 10 ppm ass a th the St. Law-

Raquette and the soils excavated 
on of site-wide groundwater controls those mater 

c modifications to the OU1 ROD are sed on several 
. EPA determined that most would be 

Site in terms areas of environmental sensitivi 
in OU1, 
contentious 
posed by 
there 

at the trying to resolve the more 
issues reI The greatest al th threat 
Site is the consumption of con t fish and EPA 

termined that ation related St. Lawrence 
and 
for 

The 
treatment 
the 
emiss 
commun 
addition, 
reductions 
value 

ority. EPA's onale was similar 
u this ROD 

selection of site dispos than on-site 
was also ba on several factors. t ned 
ion of a thermal treatment facility and issues related to 

the treatment unit would do little to alleviate the 
concerns overall sure to PCBs. In 

to changes in market conditions I there have been 
in the costs of off-site disposal, enhancing the 

ternat 

ed amendments to the OU1 ROD 
effect lance ty concerns wi costs of 

th and project, Ie achieving s 
environment. 

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

In 
described 
1990 

st 1998, EPA 
proposed changes 

Proposed 
York State 
the St. Regis 

sed the 
to the remedy sele 

was developed by E 
rtment of 

Mohawk Tribe (SRMT). 

Plan, wh 
by EPA in its 

in consultation 

documents, was e to the 
EPA Region II's 

support 
public at information 
office in New York City, 

. SRMT He th Services 
The Proposed Plan was 

reposi 
at the 
Buil 

maintained at 
ssena Public 

, located in Hogansburg, New 

4 

at 
York. 



mail to 
Site. 

Y 400 izens on EPA's mail list for the 

EPA held a public comment period August 21, 1998 through 
October 13, 1998. ic comment was s ed 
to on October 5, 1998, was extended an additional ght days to 
October 13, 1998, at the request of the ronment Division of the 
SRMT. A ic ce announcing ic comment riod, public 
meeting, and availability the Proposed Plan was published in 
Courier-Observer daily newspaper on August 21, 1998, and the 
Indian Times and People's Voice newspapers on August 28, 1998. A 
public notice an extension of public comment period 
was i in er- r on October 6, 1998. 

also issued a Public Service Announcement, which ran from 
10 17, 1998, on local 0 stations to publi ze 

ic meeting. In on, on 20, 1998, EPA is a 
press release to regional media the United States and Canada. 

the 
New 

in 

EPA 

enta s 
Proposed 

a trans 
it es 

or to 
representatives 
Regis Mohawk 

sion to 

icon , SrI 7, 1998, at 
ng Authority Auditorium, Route 37, Hogansburg, 

y 33 people att During the meeting, 
answe que ons recei comments 

Plan. The proceedings of the meeting were recorded 
which has been placed in the information 

ed for teo 

public 
EPA met 
Council 

on 

ng on Sept r 17, 1998, 
wi th representatives from the St. 
as well as the SRMT ronment 

ed Plan. 

In addition to comments at public meeting, EPA 
written comments during public comment EPA's 

responses to t comments, both oral and written, are included 
the attached Responsiveness Summary. 

The Administrative record le, containing the information 
upon which the modi on to ori nal remedy is sed, is 
avail at foIl locations: 

" 

5 



u.s. Environmental Prote on Agency, on II 
2 90 Broadway, 18 th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 
212- 7-32 

Monday - Friday: 9:00 AM to 4:30 PM 

Massena Public Library 
41 Glenn Street 

Massena, New York 13662 
315-769-9914 

Monday and 
sday 

day: 9:30 AM to 5:00 PM 
Thursday: 9:30 AM to 9:00 PM 

St. Regis Mohawk Environment 
Health Service Bui 

Hogansburg, New York 13 5 
By : 518-358-3141 

sion 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA each remedy be protect of 
Ith fective, y with 

r laws, and ternative 
treatment technologies and resource alternatives to the 

extent cable. In addition, CERCLA 
nce remedies which utilize treatment as a 
to signi cantly the toxici , mobility, or 

substances. 

A changes 
in is ow. time s 
ow reflect the total time required to implement the 

remedy, although the t not incl the time required 
to i lis only 
costs of on-site treatment and not the common 
costs of 

Due to the fact 
aspects of the 1990 

that this ROD Amendment changes very fic 
ROD, only the relevant portions of the 1990 

ROD will below. 1 
the 1990 ROD to the 

Amendment. 

6 



St. Lawrence 

1990 s the St. 
Lawrence River: s s greater 
treatment of dredged materials PCB concentra ons greater than 

treated a untreated nts 10 and, on-site 
concentrat s than or 1 to 10 

1990 ROD states, "[alII PCB s in 
hot s will be given technological tations 
ass ted with This effort was rtaken in 1995 and 
resulted in the removal of tely 10,230 cubic ya (cy) of 
PCB-cont sediments 1 materials with 
PCB concentrations greater than were to be trea to levels 
below 10 ppm, and treated and untreated sediments with 

s of 10 ppm and less were to sposed on GM 
y with a tated soil meet New York 

State and c Substances Control Act (TSCA) requirements for a 
chemical waste landfill. 

estimated cost for on-site treatment 
St. Lawrence River is $4.6 million. 

s not incl cost of St. Lawrence 
which was approximately $7 lion. 

Raquette 

The 1990 ROD selected a for the Raquette which 
h s as the remedy St. 

ver (listed above). states, "[a]ll PCB-
sediments in the hot will be removed given 

ons as with " Sampling 
after 1990 ROD was issued indi that bank s 

contaminated with PCBs must be excavated. I dredged 
or excavated bank soils with concentrations PCBs 

10 ppm ( ly 2, 0 cy) -.were to trea 
ow 10 ppm. estimated volumes are Ii y to 

7 



based on ing ng the sign of the Raquette River 
ng excavation. 

The untreated sediments which had i tial concentrations of 
PCBs less than 10 ppm (approximately 1,400 cy) as well as the 
t s nts were to di ed on GM rty and cove 
with a ated soil cap meeting New York State TSCA 
re rements for a chemical waste landfill. The estimat cost 
treatment of ts soils is $1.2 
million. e not cost of the 
excavat of Raquette Is, which is 

s. 

Groundwater Control System Soils 

soils that 
groundwater 
Such Is, which 
are, I consi 

s from "mis laneous 
ROD. 1990 ROD 

s 
excavated 
soils with 
be contai 

treated on­
PCB concentra ons 

GM rty 

construction of t 
in the 1990 ROD. 

scellaneous site 
ter than 10 ppm were to 
t Is untreated 

ss than or equal to 10 ppm were to 

ng New 
landfill. 

State and TSCA 
soil 

waste 

anticipated volume of soils 
construction of groundwater controls is 

to excavated ri 
approximately 22,700 

However, this volume es t upon the type and 
i . Without a te 

enginee design and addi data, an accurate volume 
determined. EPA, NYSDEC, and the SRMT 

s of a s 
help determine the type groundwater cont system to 
the Site the volume of materi to excavated. The volume 

ROD is ed on sampl data colI 
includes s 
(12,900 

of landfill, or s 
mouth 
current 

Creek which will be excavated (9,800 on 
of 
10 1 will 

ppm (Table 2). 

cost for treatment (as 
excavated during the installation 

8 

by 
the 

soils 
de groundwater 



The 
dredged/ 

sed on the volumes listed above is estimat to be $2.4 

total cost for treating the materials 
the St. Lawrence River, Raquette River, and 

Is excavat construction of de r 
with PCB concentra ons greater than 10 ppm is $8.2 

time estimated for implementation of the work 
s 1990 y 2 

estimated costs and time sect only treatment 
th PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm and 
cost or for excavat or 

the materials, which are common to both alternatives { 

ALTERNATIVE II. - MODIFIED REMEDY AS SELECTED IN THIS RECORD OF 
DECISION AMENDMENT 

Less Than 10 ppm PCBs 

This alternative is identified as the remedy in this 
ROD Amendment. It does not modify remediation goals selected 
in the 1990 ROD s only with how s s/soils are 

a tare . Soils sediments 
with PCB concentrations greater which have been removed 
from t St. Lawrence removed from the Raquette 
River, and soils excavated allation of si 

cont s, will of off-site rat r 
treated on-site. Under this alternative, no treatment residuals 
will on-site. 

St. Lawrence River 

This alternative includes the nation of on-
on-site storage of treatment 

St. Lawrence River. which have 
the St. Lawrence River with concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 
ppm will di of a t Ii ty. The 
est s disposal of the approx y 
10,230 cy sediments dredged from the St. Lawrence River which 

concent 10 is $2.3 million. 

9 



Raquette 

Ra te r ed s Is will be 
lexcavated to the goals est ished in 1990 OUI 

cleanup levels the Raquette ver sediments and Is 
remain the same. The dredged/excava mat als with PCB 
concentrat ater than 10 ppm (est ted to be 2,600 ) will 
be s ite in a secure lity. s Is 
with PCB concentrations between 10 and 50 ppm will be dispos of 
of in a rmi RCRA Ie D 1 11. Sediments and 

th PCB concent s greater than 50 ppm will di ed 
of site in a permit TSCA facility. The remaining 1,400 cy 
of mat s with PCB concent of 1 10 ppm would contai 

site in the East sposal Area (EDA) and covered with a multi-
meeting New State TSCA requirements a 

waste 1 11. 

The estimated sposal of approximately 
2,600 cy soils/ concentrat greater than 10 

is $700,000. s 
site disposal cost the sediments and 

only the incremental of 
soils and does not include 
sediments/soils, whi are costs for excavation/dredgi of 

common to both alternatives. 

Groundwater Contro1 System Soi1s 

soils with PCB concentrations 
excavated the construction the 
cont system will be shipped off-site 

f Ii s i 

r than 10 
de groundwater 
al at a secure 

landfill t slope near the mouth ) I 

which is now planned excavation to concerns 
by St. Regis Mohawk Is with PCB 

concentrations between 10 and 50 ppm will off-site 
a permitted RCRA Ie D 1 Soils with 

concentra ons greater than 50 ppm will di ed of -site in 
a permitted TSCA lity. The remaining soil with PCB 
concentrations less than or equal to 10 ppm (approximately 17,600 
cy) be the EDA under a multi-layer cap 
meeti New rements a waste 
landfill. will likely change based 
on Amendment y th 

excavat during 
installation The OU1 ROD 

control 
t 

cont s and more accurate estimates 

10 



of t 
dete 

estimated cost of 
with PCB concent 

in 

.di al will 

1 of the est t 
r than 10 ppm to be 

is $1.4 million. This cost 
ter controls 

only the cost for off-site 
not include the costs di of the 

la on 
alternatives. 

The total estimated 

tern which is common to 

sediments s Is 
te disposal of all 

River, Raquette 
Ri ver, and soils 
groundwater controls with 
$4.4 million (Table 3). 

construction site 
PCB concentrations greater than 10 is 

V. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance wi 
analysiS of the al 

the NCP, this section 
ves outl 

sents a detailed 
ng section. 

The il ysis consists of 
NCP's nine 

an assessment 
evaluation criteria 

rela ve performance 

two 
and a al ternati ves against 

i ve is ng upon the 
alternative against those criteria. 

lowing d te "must be satisfi by an 
ternative in order to be eligible for sel on: 

1. Overall tection of human the ronment 
addresses whether or not a remedy provides adequate protection 
and de s how risks through ea exposure pathway 
( sed on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are 

iminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, 
i s, or i 1 s; 

2. Compliance with applicable or evant and appropriate 
requirements(ARARs) addresses whether or not a remedy would 
meet all of the appli e or re and appropriate 1 

state statutes s those 
or state laws that speci cally address azardous 

substance, pollutant or contaminant, remedial act or other 
circumstance at a CERCLA site, or ch s 
or situations similar to those encountered at a site that 
their 1 to site) or de grounds for 

Jl 



3 . 

The following "primary 1 
risons and to identify major t 

Long-term veness and 
of a remedy to maintain reI 

the over 
met; 

ngH crit a are used to rna 
offs between alternatives: 

ee re rs to 
protection 

once the 

ability 
human health 

goals ve 

4. Reduction toxicity, mobili I or volume through treatment 

5. 

6. 

7., 

8 . 

9. 

is an evaluation criterion ch addresses the statutory 
preference selecting al actions that employ 
treatment ogies permanently and significantly 
reduce ci ty I mobility I or volume of hazardous 
substances at a site: 

eve 
the environment 
implementation 

Implemen 
feasibili 
services and 
and, 

veness 
and any 

that be may 
iods until 

to 

sses the needed to 
rse impacts on health and 

ed during construc on 
cleanup goals are achieved. 

cal and strative 
availability various 

during its ementationi 

Cost incl s 
costs, and t 

estimated capital, operation and maintenance 
present worth cost. 

followi "modifyingH crite a are cons 
formal public comment period is completed: 

ly after 

State 
RI/FS 

tanee cates on its review of the 
proposed plan, State s, opposes 
ified any reservations with re ct to the 

; and, 

Tribal/communi re to the Tr 
public's 
proposed an 

acceptance 
response to 

the 
acceptance 

opposition 

alternatives 
RI/FS reportsi 

's and the 
cr ibed in the 

of 
tribal/community 
reservation, 

A analysis of the 
follows 

modifi 
which is 

Statement and in 

12 

scussed 
Tribe/communi 

support, 

two al ternat 
low. The 

app s 
more 

-Since 

s upon 
evaluation of 
also to the 

il in the 
contingency 



remedy incl s the same f-site 
Alternative II, the results t 

1. 

Both 
protective 
require the 

sposal opt as described in 
evaluation are t same. 

es 
fied) 
environment. 

s to site-
1990 ROD and el nate exposure cleanup 1 

to PCBs, 
preventing ration into 
employs on-site treatment 
on-site la lling and 

availability 
groundwater. 

of hi r levels 
ng of lesser 

life and 

with 
Is. 

The 
gher cont 

low-level contaminants. 
landfill at a secure facil y 

s greater than 10 
sediments 

1 of 
capping of 

consist of 
s Is with PCB 

The tion of sediments and soils with PCB 
concentrat less than 10 ppm r a multi-Ia in the EDA, 
which is in both alternat s, will ively isolate 
them from environment. tion and maintenance of the 
groundwater control system will formed well as monitoring 
for the Si te to the controls 
continue EDA over 
t 

2. 

ARARs Federal, ate, 
public laws and regulat 
activities at a site. There 
chemical 
limits 

ent 
pI 
of activi y because 
in which and 
technology- or acti ty-ba 
actions taken with respect to haz 
contaminants. 

Both 
ARARs. 

remedy 

13 

or 
that remedi 

of ARARs: 
ris concentration 

I or dis to, the 
which are rest ions 
substance or conduct 

fie geographical location 
which are usually 
or I tations on 

lutants or 

modified remedy comply with 



The prin 
rements of 
its 

I action- fic Site ude the 
TSCA, federal law 
ations require that s 

concent ons of greater than or I to 50 

TSCA 
with 
t 
ill, ted, landfilled in a TSCA-approved chemi 

or disposed by another method approved 
ng the fied comply 
sposal requirements. All necessary 
to al to ensure sediments and s 

Another action-speci 

the 
treatment 
obt 

re ates 
c ARAR is RCRA, the federal law which 
of haza and solid waste. PCB­

considered a zardous waste under contaminated materials 
RCRA. However, New 
with concentrations 

ates contaminated materi 
50 ppm as a za waste. 

remedies comply th all relevant and appropriate RCRA re rements 
the correspondi State requirements for 

ficat and t of ha s waste. 

Another action- New York State ARAR that is applicable 
to alternatives cons the te is State 
Pol Dis ion System (SPDES) which governs the 

St. Lawrence River. Under the 
a 

sediments would be 
remeOles, all water t is from 

scharged to the St. Lawrence r 
in compl with SPDES requirements. 

identi ARARs are 
Akwesasne. This ROD Amendment 

selected remedy Tribal 

ic Ie the 
not propose any 

Tribal ARARs will 
Mohawk Nation 

anges to 
continue to apply wi re to work I I 

to and 

3. 

New York 
ARARs or 

r Guide-1) 

State requirements emissions are 

be met both 

(6 NYCRR Parts 200,201, 211,219 
would be met. These standards apply 

nal a modifi remedy. 

In gene sposal remedies provide a sser degree of long-
term effectiveness and rmanence remediating contamination when 
compared to treatment al terna stroy or immobilize 

whereas the 
landfilling 

• The 1990 ROD would result treatment of mate al 
remedy would not include treatment. site 

, , for of 
the Site and provide for management 

a permitted, secure, monitored location adequate and reI 

14 



cont s are provided. Therefore, off-site landfilling of 
concentrations above 10 ppm on-s containment of rna als 

PCB concentrat s of 10 ppm and s under a multi-layer 
meeting New York State and TSCA rements cal waste 
land 11 would y contain als over 
t 

4. 

The 1990 ROD selected use on-site treatment by thermal 
toxicity, mobility, and ume of the 

the St. and Ra tte 

address 
desorption would 

site-wide 
treatment 

the 
toxicity, 
eventual and ume use 

destruction PCBs. However, these materials 
the mobility secure landfill ef cti vely 

cont s wi treatment. the fied 
not employ treatment s it is tant to 
note t the remedy is aforementioned PCB 
Poli which ly mate als 

rial sites. with 

5. 

general, effe alternatives t can implemented 
with little risk to health the ronment are 
under this cri on. For either d be 

-term impacts whi have to be ssed when per ng the 
dredging or excavation. potential short-term impacts 
of the fi cantly lower for 

not 
rema 

The modified would be implemented in 
than t 2-3 years 

, and tion 
These time estimates 

on-site 

ude which 
the same. 

Although the treatment unit would be ted in 
with applicable regulations, potential air quality impacts from 
operation of orber are poss e alt they would 
be mitigated. These sks would eliminated by using ite 
di al. Further, although appropriate conttols safety measure 

i to imize ial re to on-site workers 

15 



under either remedy, fewer workers would be required to handle the 
sediments and soils for off-site disposal as compared to on-site 
treatment, thereby reducing potential risks to on-si te workers. 
However, there will be potential short-term risks associated with 
transporting PCB-contaminated sediments to an off-site landfill. 
Those risks would be minimized by employing appropriate health and 
safety measures. 

All short-term risks to Site workers would be addressed by 
compliance with a health and safety plan. An air monitoring plan 
would be implemented for protection of the community under both 
remedies. 

6. Implementability 

Both the 1990 ROD and the revised remedy are implementable 
from an engineering and technical standpoint. Off-site landfilling 
is more readily implemented because the issues of procuring, 
mobilizing, and operating the treatment system are avoided. The 
direct load-out of sediments from the dewatering operations or from 
the temporary stockpile area and the availability of landfill 
capaci ty make the off-site land disposal option highly 
implementable. 

7. Cost 

The capital costs for the existing and modified remedy are 
presented above. Typically, a present worth analysis is performed 
to evaluate expenditures that occur over different time periods by 
discounting all future costs to a common base year, usually the 
current year. This allows the cost of the remedial action 
al ternati ves to be compared on the basis of a single figure 
representing the amount of money that, if invested in the base year 
and spent as needed, would be sufficient to cover the costs 
associated with the remedial action over its planned life. 

In the case of the existing and modified remedy, the present 
worth analysis is not applicable since there is only a one-time 
capital investment. There are no long-term monitoring costs, since 
the waste would either be destroyed (1990 ROD) or sent for off-site 
disposal (ROD Amendment) . Any materials left on-site would have PCB 
concentrations less than 10 ppm. The property will, however, be 
monitored as long as contaminants remain on-site but the monitoring 
would not be specifically for the materials with PCB concentrations 
less than or equal to 10 ppm. Since the costs of monitoring apply 
to the entire Site, they are not affected by this change and 
therefore not included in this comparison analysis. 

J6 



cost the portions of t 
includes the on-site treatment of mat als 

from the St. Lawrence Raquette Rivers site-
controls, is tely $8.2 million. 

the of s of those materials at an 
lity is $4.4 mill s represents a 

Ilion. Based on these es, off-site di is 
cantly less expensive to ement (Table 3). 

8 • 

State of New York concurs with EPA's 
alternative. 

9. 

di 

from the SRMT 
ic comment period (including 

the Responsiveness Summa 

1, the majority comments received from 
cate support for t s remedy. Some of the comments 

from the public indicate they support of site 
at a higher level s as 50 or 500 ppm PCBs. 

SRMT only supports the 
site disposal of St. 

t they would 
site soils, 

EDA, were 
not 

te soils in 

of the remedy rela to 
ver sediments. SRMT 
re modified 
excavated 

the se 
the re-eva of 

remedy. 

~. SELECTED REMEDY 

upon consideration requirements of CERCLA, 
analysis of the alternatives, and the comments 

public comment EPA has determined 
ve II is the most remedy for the teo 

cribed above, ve II, which 
s ROD Amendment, is consi with 

in the 1990 ROD. Based on evaluat 
remedy as sel 

off-s 
or on-site treatment, 

Lawrence and vers and soils excava 

17 



during the lation of sit groundwater cont s. All 
or excavated mate s with PCB concentrations less than or 

to 10 ppm will contained on-site in the EDA, in keepi 
with the ginal 1990 ROD. All dredged or excavated materials with 
PCB concentrations 10 ppm and 50 ppm 11 be tra ted 

ite to a RCRA Subtitle D landfill. All materials wi PCB 
above 50 ppm will transported f-site to a TSCA 

11. goals set the 1990 ROD have not 

VII. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

r CERCLA the NCP, EPA's responsibili at Super 
si tes is to undertake remedial actions that achieve adequate 
protection of and the environment. In addition, 
Sect 121 of CERCLA es ishes several r statutory 
requirements and preferences that selected 
Section 121 CERCLA speci es t when complete, 

action site must y 
1 state laws 

ed. selected remedy must also be cost-
rmanent s utions al ternati ve treatment 

resource te 
lly, the statute 

oy treatment that rmanently 
volume, toxi y, or mobility hazardous wastes as 

their pri e element. The lowing sections discuss how 
se 
contingency 
remedy, 
contingency 

meets statutory rements. Since 
remedy contains the same elements as the 
se statutory ions apply also 

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The modi 
human health and 

in 1990 ROD. 
cont nants to si te- c s 
in the 1990 ROD and eliminates exposure 

Ii ty to ic Ii and 
groundwater. removal 
the est ished eanup goa 
pos at Site, prima 
res fisherman. 

to PCBs, 

1 ection 
remedy set 
removal 

i 
thereby minimizing 

ion into the 
sand s Is to 

1 th threats 
caught by local 

disposal will consist of landfilling at a secure 
greater 
th PCB 

s and Is wi PCB rat 
than The consolidation of sediment and soils 
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concentrations less than 10 ppm under a multi-la in the EDA 
Y is ate e mate als from environment. 

enance of the groundwater control system will be 
as 

the enginee 
contaminants 

as monitoring for the entire Site to ensure t 
controls continue to be ef ctive in contain~ng 
the EDA over time. 

Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate 

The 1 analysis to ARARs, as contained in 
1990 ROD, held t y th all 

federal and state ARARs. 

y s of t 1990 ROD whi are cha in the 
modif remedy also comply state and ral The 10 
ppm level e ished off-si te sposal of PCBs is in 

iance with the 1 and New York State laws ati 
PCBs. In compl nce with TSCA, sediments ving PCB levels of 50 
ppm greater will transported of site and spos of in a 

rmitt chemical waste la 11. All necessary Is 
will be ained or to disposal to ensure the dredged sediments 
and excavated Is meet the cili 's permit rest ctions. 

fi remedy will y with icable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements and/or corresponding New York 

te zardous waste requirements for the identification and 
rtation of a haza waste. 

3. 

Cost-e ctiveness an important component u in the 
1 of the eval tal cost t 

relevant ions the remedy whi son-site 
treatment of materi s dredged or excavated from the St. Lawrence 

Raquette site groundwater controls is 
y $8.2 The capital cost off-si te 

of those at an approved fa lity is $4.4 
This ents a se $3.8 million. Based on these 

estimates, and the atively equiva iveness of two 
alternatives, off-site disposal is significantly more cost­
effective. 
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solutions 
extent 
and EPA 

5. 

that modified remedy utilizes permanent 
treatment ies to the maximum 

ty concerns, cost 

In the case the ori the preference 
contamination (PCBs 

through thermal desorption. 
treatment is satis with 
exceeding 10 ppm) being treated on-site 
For the modi remedy s is not met for those 

s. groundwater, 11 be t the 
ROD. 

VIII. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

There is one signi cant from the pre 
Propos 

rred 
Plan alternative, as ented in -De sion 

re to the public on August 31, 1998. 

As a result of 
involved government 
contingency remedy. This 

this ROD Amendment to 
soils, loca on 

scus ons with SRMT other 
es, this Amendment so identi s a 

contingency remedy wou expand the scope 
include other nated s ts and 
lands, secure (i. e. , ) areas 

of GM property. 
ROD. 

These areas were previously defined in the OU1 

The implementation 
se access to 
whi lie on 
ARARs will apply to the 

es. 
19,100 ) would 
materials that are 

this change is contingent 
ed areas fined 

As des in the 
Is 

ROD 

upon EPA or GM 
the OU1 ROD 

ROD, 
ted on Tribal 
( tely 

as 

As 
than 10 

such, sediments and Is wi PCB concentrations greater 
ppm (approximately 4,500 cy) would shi of te 

would 
faci ; 
ppm would 
est ed 
concent 

als with concentrat er t 50 ppm 
shipped of site at a pe tted TSCA 

and, materials with PCB concentrations between 10 and 50 
to a D This 

20 

al of -. mate 
is $1. 2 million. compares 



to an estimated $2.0 million for on-site treatment of same 
mate also 

All necessary access approvals would be obtained or to the 
initiation of work in contaminated areas loea Tribal 
lands. 
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Table 1 · 
: .. 

Comparison of ROD Amendment 
.. to 1990 Selected Remedy 

1990 Remedy ROD Amendment 

Dredge the St. Lawrence River to cleanup goals No change· 

Treat St. Lawrence River sediments Off-site disposal of dredged sediments 
with> I 0 ppm PCBs with> I 0 ppm PCBs 

Dredge Raquette River and No change 
excavate riverbank soils to cleanup goals 

Treat Raquette River sediments and soils Off-site disposal of sediments and soils 
with> I 0 ppm PCBs with> 1 0 ppm PCBs 

Down grad ient groundwater No change 
recovery and treatment 

Treatment of soils> I 0 ppm PCBs Offsite disposal of excavated soils 
excavated during installation of the with> I 0 ppm PCBs 
groundwater cutoff wall 

·The dredging of the St. Lawrence River was undertaken in 1995 and was successful 
in removing the mass of PCBs from the River. 



Table 2 .. . . . . . . . . . . 
: .' . .. .. . . 

Volume Estimates (cubic yards) and Contaminant Levels 

Levels St. Lawrence Raquette River Groundwater 
River Cutoff Wall 

Excavation 

0·10 ppm PCBs n/a 1,400 17,600 

10·50 ppm PCBs n/a 1,760 2,600 

>50 ppm PCBs 10,230 840 2,500 

Table 3 . .. 
... 

: 

. . . " Costs Associated with , .. 

. : 1990 ROD and 1998 ROD Amendment 

Area of Site and 1990 ROD ($M) ROD Amendment 
volume> 10 ppm PCB 

(cy) 

st. Lawrence $ 4 .6 $ 2.3 
(10,230 cy) 

Raquette River $ 1.2 $ 0.7 
(2,600 cy) 

Groundwater Cutoff $ 2.3 $ 1.3 
wall (4,900 cy) 

TOTAL $8.1 $4.3 
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RESPONSIVENESS SO'MMARY 
GENERAL MOTORS - CENTRAL FOUNDRY DIVXSION SOPERFUND SITE 

POST-DECISION PROPOSED PLAN 

1.0 INTRODOCTION 

A respons ss summary National Oil and 
Ha Substances Pol an (NCP) at 40 CFR 
300.430 (f) (3) (F). It provides a summary significant comments 

s ic comment period, and the 
U.s. ronmental IS ( IS) S to 
comments and questions. The Responsiveness Summary appended to 

the Re of De (ROD) , the document 
s the changes to 

the General Motors Corporation 
Comments s Respons ss 
conside sion for ecting 
ori nal remedial action the Site. 

(the 
have been 

to 

s Responsiveness Summary is organized into the following 
ons: 

2.0 Relations 

This section summarizes EPA I S community invol vement acti vi ties 
to a Post- Proposed Plan (hereina er 

tt) is 1998. 

3.0 Summary of Comments Reoeived During the Publio Comment 
Period and EPA's Responses 

s section summarizes both and written significant 
comments submitted to EPA by interested citizens at the public 
meeting and during the public comment period and provides· 

's ses to se comments. 

4.0 Comprehensive Summary of Signifioant Legal and Teohnical 
Comments and EPA's Responses to These Comments 

This 
EPA 
responses to 
Ie 
with technical 

tten comments submitted to 
comment period and 

comments. It is compri 
t and, necess 

detail on answers covered in Section 3.0. 



2.0 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

1998, an, which proposed 
to the by E its r 17, 1990 

Record Decision for first Operable Unit (OUl) at the Site, 
in Massena, New York. Plan was developed by in 
ion with New York State rtment Environmental 

Conservat (NYSDEC) and St. Mohawk (SRMT) . 
Plan is attached to this Responsiveness Summa as Appendix A. 

The an, along with 
available to publ 
EPA Region I I' s 
Library, and at 
Hogansburg, New k. 
400 ci zens on EPA's 

technical supporti s, was 
at information itories maintained at 

New York , at t Massena PubliC 
Heal th Services Building I I 

The Plan also was mailed to approxima y 
ling list theS 

EPA held a ic comment period from August 21, 1998 
October 13, 1998. public comment period, whi was scheduled 
to end on 5, 1998, was an ional ys to 
October 13, 1998, at the request of Environment Divis of t 
SRMT. A publ notice announcing public comment od, public 
meeting, and of the published the Courier-

ily 1998, the 
28, 1998. A public 

ce announcing an extension public comment riod was 
in the Courier-Observer on October 6, 1998. Copies 

the public ces are to this iveness summary as 
B. also is a ce Announcement, ch 

ran from September 10 through local stations to 
licize the public In addition, on t 20, 1998, EPA 

is a press ase to regional a in United tes 
Canada. 

EPA a c meeting on Thursday, September 17, 1998, at 
Akwesasne Housing Authority Auditorium, 37, Hogansburg, New 
York. Approximately 33 attended. The s n from 
the are attached to s ss ry as Appendix 
C. the meeting, representat from EPA ques 
and received comments on Plan. The proceedings the mee 
were in a , which placed in the 
information repositories designated the Site. 

Prior to the publ 
from met 
the Environment Division to brief 

to the public 

2 

17, 1998, 
SRMT 

on Plan. 



In addition to comments received 
comments during the 
e comments are in 

the ten comments are 
D. 

EPA 
EPA's 

3. 0 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING 'rHE PUBLIC MEE'rING AND 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA'S RESPONSES 

1 comments quest submit 
public comment period are 
fol topics: 

3.1 anup Is 
3.2 Raquette River 
3.3 Off-Site sposal 
3.4 Indust 1 Landfill 
3.5 Stockpiled Sediments 
3.6 Health Issues 
3.7 fund s 
3.8 Other Issues 

3.1 

3.1.1 Comment: A res 
biphenyl ( 

contaminated materials should 

ng ic meeting and 
below according to the 

asne commented that no 
d be erat 

the e. 

EPA ReS'DOn.se parts r million (ppm) PCB 
is protective human and 

ronment stent th in some cases, more 
ngent Appli or Relevant and ate 

Requirements (ARARs). The cleanup level for GM property 
is 10 Si Is on Tribal 1 ppm 
PCBs. The cle level 
River is 1 ppm ; Tribal sediments 
ppm PCBs. This ROD Amendment does not 

s . 11 y , 1 0 ppm 
consistent with the treatment 1 s selected the OUI 

, the te containment of PCBs at concentrations less 
than 10 ppm is stent EPA's "Guidance on 1 Act 

Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination" (EPA 540/G-90/007) 
(hereina the "PCB ) . s Ie 
concentrations of less than 10 ppm wil. covered with a 
multilayer impermeable cap and a groundwater recovery will 

led. ts of 1 monitoring 

3 



will be reviewed by the EPA, NYSDEC and SRMT. 

the 
to 
materials 
should 

consistent standards 
cle and treatment 1 s 

containing PCB concentrations greater 
removed from the te, including the Mis 

on 
appli 

OUI ROD. All 
an 10 ppm 

laneous 
Is s 19 

EPA Response: This ROD Amendment is consistent with the OUI ROD in 
that disposal treatment level, are same. This 
ROD not levels sel in 
OUI ROD. The only change from OUI ROD is related to what 

to materials a er they are dredged or 

This sses only a portion of the Site the 
Raquet te River and bank soils, the St. 

any excava 
er cont several reasons. EPA s to 

cleanup of the entire Site. By prioritizing the Raquette River, 
er cont 

1 health-
stoc 1 

sks which relate 
consumption of contaminated hi will be reduced. This is a 
whi all pa s invol wi to eve. EPA is 

fy the OUI ROD to include of s 
s at this time. EPA continues to evaluate whether any 

ROD Amendments are 

3.1.3 Comment: A representative Akwesasne Task Force on 
the ronment stated that the SRMT's position s always been 
against landfilling. SRMT recommends adding to the 
of site al of soils and sediments removed from tte 
River that contain less than 10 ppm of PCBs. nce GM will save 
$3.8 mill an, some of 
should used to cleanup levels or remediate 
additional areas at is al a la amount of 

al 11 not be removed a 

EPA Response: 
off-site di 

concent 
concentrations 

bel s 
OU2 RODs are 

would be no 

4 

t rela to 
with PCB 

for 
the 

mate als with 
placed in the EDA. 

1 
and the environment. It is 



also important to note that although the costs represented in this 
ROD Amendment are than the costs in the OU1 ROD, they are 
higher the costs e EPA's 1995 Plan. 
1995 an was in wi EPA's re ations and 

i was withdrawn by EPA ba predominantly on the 
obje SRMT. When a comparison costs is made, the 
costs t 19 Plan should be 

3.1.4 Comment: s that the amount 
mate al to be shipped is "excessive" and asked EPA to 
consider a higher on-site containment threshold. 

Several 
the 

concent 

the 50 
st 

sed support for on-site containment, ther 
Area or Indust Area, of s wi 

1 500 ppm. 

support for on-site containment of 
less 50 of site 

concent 

I re 
or EPA guidance of 

Seve 
and 
stat 
di 

residents and a 
. Lawrence Counties 

ative from the Jef on, Lewis, 
Trade and Labor Council, AFL-CIO, 

a risk assessment would s more reas e 
s. 

EPA Response: While it PCB 
concentrations Site 

compliance with I E 
be eves that 10 ppm al level is consistent 
with the OUI ROD treatment rement and is essent ly the same 
as the 1990 ROD requirement, s both remedies the 
elimination of mate concentrations of greater than 
10 ppm from the s ROD Amendment will re 

ate cleanup y ally sensitive 
areas of the The regarding the sposal and/or 
treatment levels for Site will cont 

3.2 

3.2.1 
Division 
t 
o to the 

Comment: Representat of the SRMT Environment 
Akwesasne k Force on the Environment 

is necess GM's Out 
the Raquette nation has 

s 



Mohawk t waters a ea 
1 waters. 

sta rd of 0.1 
should be applied in 

EPA Response: Further invest in the Raquette River will 
conducted prior to remedial activi s. A an for t 
Raquette is currently under development as the ign 

sampling s will be 
by SRMT. will to na 

sediments on Tribal 

3.2.2 Comment: A representative from the State 
New York at Albany and Cornell University commented 

versity of 
t the right 

I-bei of the to fish Ra tte is ant to the 
Mohawk people. 

comment. This comment 
of 

3.3 

3.3.1 Comment: A representative of the New York ate (NYS) 
off-site zen's ronmental ition asked whether an 

facility had been chosen. 

EPA to 
Grassy 

e County is a 
Toxic 

and a 
greater than 50 ppm. The 
Utah and will accept wastes 

the waste to two Safety Kleen 
Mountain Fa lity (formerly known as 
ource Conservation and Recovery Act 

Cont Act (TSCA) al waste 
materials PCB concentra 
Fa ity is locat in East Carbon, 

PCB con cent ons less than 50 

3.3.2 Comment: A res asne sentat of 
the NYS Citizen's Environmental ition commented that disposing 
of t rna s off-site will most Ii ly cause s 
problems for other communities, and is concern since those 
communities 1 most likely so minority communi es. 

reasons, ite treatment, ra f-site 11 
contaminated materials is the preferred option. 

EPA Response: All 
concentrations above 
two facilities Ii 
located within a 100 
by County 

or excavated 
10 ppm be t 
previously_ The Grassy 

mile zardous waste 
c 

6 

material th PCB 
to r of 

Mountain Facility is 
zone designated 

ing 



waste from the community. The nearest res is 
40 miles west the facility. The ty is permitted 
under and TSCA. At the lity, hazardous wastes are managed 
in a secure moni tored location. The cili ty has a liner, 

ing controls, and wells to assure the long-term 
iveness of fac y as a containment s tern. Prior to 

EPA will facil y's current compliance 
ic requirements. The ECDC Facility 

will 
Subtitle D 

the lesser contaminated wastes is a RCRA 
y. All necess approvals 

prior to di al to ensure that s meet the cility's 
t rest 

3.3.3 Comment: re 
site spos of contaminated 
containment or treatment. 

EPA No re is neces 

3.4 

s s 
rather 

off-

3.4.1 Comment: The Director Environmental 
Task Force sti the long-term 

lity soils 
underl Landfill. vents and 

degreasers were landfill and may have damaged 
any s 1 1 11. The re s 

the removal hazardous als that have 
di on-site so that the source will be 
"turned off at tap." He also cont nation from 

1 1 is sease in the Mohawk communi and must be 
removed. 

EPA Response: EPA is continuing to work with SRMT and NYSDEC to 

not propose any changes 
EPA , however I 

charac 
begin in 1999. 

3.4.2 
I 

Comment: A 

to the Unit 2 (OU2) 
s in 1992. This 
to the remedy 
sted GM to 

the landfill. 

lined. 
SRMT 

to 

EPA Response: al not lined with a 
c but is underlain ye:r: of natural 

low permeabil y. 
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3.4.3 
the 

Comment: A Legis or from 
area the 

the I 

SRMT st that due to 
tions 
ill; 

not an appropr 
rial 11 should 

EPA Response: According Codes, area 
around the St. Lawrence be in a Level 
III earthquake zone. s in III zones are des 
as causing potential maj or structural damage. As a result, 
structure, including landfill and swaIls, 11 be 
designed to handle ea ke loadings. 

earthqua 
the structures at 

If a structure as 
activities has been affected, EPA 

, EPA will 
er damage s 
Site 

Surface structures, such as , can 
qui y 

ir it. 
monitored 

an ea and can 

EPA is wor 
sampling 
Tribe's 

3.4.4 Comment: 
sne 
t pri 

as well as NYSDEC to develop a 
necessary address 
c sk Site. 

A represent from Mohawk Council 
that Indus Landfill should have 

why EPA is concentrat ir ef 
on the remediation rivers instead of focusing on 
Indus Landfill. 

EPA Response: 
on type 

risk 
capping whi 

The by any contaminated site is bas 
cals sent as as the routes exposure. 

by the Industrial 11 was ly reduced by 
minimi potent 1 for exposure to contaminants 

by airborne PCBs and the waste's contact with 
ation and 1 produced. 

This ROD Amendment of the 
groundwater control system and off-site disposal 

s at 
swill 

groundwater of contaminants 

foot the 
leachate or 
Landfill. 

t al 1. 
release to the 

EPA has prioritized the contaminated s in St. Lawrence 
River, Turt Creek and since those sediments 
caused contamination to the water column as 1 as the fish. 

contaminated fish from the St. Lawrence and 
greatest concern and ia.restricted under the 

New York State (NYSDOH) 
PCBs in fish tissue. The greatest ronmental 

8 



hazard at the site is the consumption fi from the St. 
and Turtle Creek. 

3.4.5 Comm.ent: A entative from the Mohawk il of 
Akwesasne commented should not have allowed dredging 

PCB-cont ma Is the river be the I strial 
Landfill was remediated, since from the landfill will only 

He also stated that a con nment wall 

EPA Response: The health 
is significantly 
sediments eat 

landfill 1 be mi 
This ROD Amendment will 
groundwater control system. 

achate the river. 

posed by the Indus 
Ith risk by 

fish. Any potent 
by er 

11 
contamina 
release from 

facilitate the construction 
system. 
of 

3.4.6 
Plan. 

Comm.ent: Several residents expres for the 
However, they reminded EPA of need for permanent 
ion of areas the Site, yEast Di al 

Area 
Plan. 

(EDA) and Industrial Landfill, which are not part of this 

EPA As to work a 
es, if sible, regarding 

Further characterization the 
11 help e t most 

advancing the cleanup of the EDA and 

3.4.7 Comm.ent: A 
Indus 

low quantity, low con cent 
however, that a technically 
treatment system is in 

concern 
costs 

on material of ite. This assumes, 
adequate groundwater containment and 

at site. 

EPA Response: There is no current plan to "disturb" capped 
Industrial Landfi other than an upcoming sampling event and the 
removal of cont at the landfill near 

Ie A groundwater cont system 11 be put in to 
capture any leachate from Indus Landfill. 

3.5 Stockpi1ed Sediments 

3.5.1 A representative of NYS zen's 
Environmental Coalition asked whether the stockpiled sediments were 
be stored a manner whi s re es 

9 



PCBs, what maintenance is performed on the covers which were a 
under stockpile, and whether testing is being 
to if PCBs are lea from stockpile. 

EPA ed s cove st 
storage which separate areas 

high density polyethylene liner. The covers are 
1 if necessary. A system 

any 1 come in contact with' 
als and conveys that to the wastewater treatment 
to remove PCBs it may encounte 

3.6 Hea1th Issues 

3.6.1 Comment: sne 
res s in area 
PCB contamination from the 

phys 
evidenced by increases in 

as how sed 

Under the Environmental 
on, 1 ), EPA is not 

provide funding for health care costs. This could be 
other Federal Agencies including the Department 
Services (HHS) Indian Heal Services. 

3.6.2 Comment: SRMT 
the past, many 
and re-used those barrels to collect rainwater 

se now have thyroid 

EPA Response: 
whether there 
were removed 

s 

It is not possible, at this time, to determine 
was any exposure to PCBs from the use of s that 
from the GM facili In addition, this issue is 

s ROD Amendment. 

3.6.3 Comment: A resident of Akwesasne inquired whether EPA 
can assist in sing the appropriation for the Indian 
Heal ce funds. 

EPA Response: 
to provide 
by other federal 
Services. 

3.6.4 
s not 

ously, 
care costs. 

agencies including 
s 

HHS and Indian Health 

slator from the SRM!' inquired why a study 
the th af of PCB 

10 



on residents of 

EPA Response: NYSDOH 
Substances and Disease 

s PCB 
studies have by 
Environmental 
At E 

11 rd of 
repositories. The community can 

1 s 

te 

for Toxic 
numerous 

sasne. Additional 
National Institute 

funding provided by EPA. 
In tion, EPA 

rmation 
NYSDOH perform 

3.6.5 Comment: A resident Akwesasne as what of 
PCBs in human bl is considered a safe 1 and what level would 

a cause concern. 

are many 
s result 

an individual. 
considered 

es which would determine the 
from dif PCB s in the 

there is no one number that 
though blood PCB can 

tests 
to a 
predict 

an i to PCBs 
extent the general population, they do not 

an individual will deve Ith effects. 

s at sasne can ly 
exposure to PCBs by st ly observing 

i 
the NYSDOH advi 

reI a to the limited consumption fi from the St. Lawrence 
t of Turtle 

Cove. 

3.6.6 Comment: s of Akwesasne s the 
Indus 1 was 
protective equipment, but 
S communi ty was 

the wor rs 
resi s the area were 
located downwind the 

wore 
not ect 
. capping work, 

people were to PCB e of EPA's 

EPA Response: During capping of the 11, perimeter r 
monitoring was performed to ensure rborne contamination did 
not A on was at the 
locat receptor (Ida Ransom's res ), and at 
other locations surrounding the Site. The plan air monitoring 
was reviewed Tribal 
Environment Divi ) and was 
oversight. Based on the results 
determined that personal protective 

for the 

11 

s (now known as the 
with r tion 

monitoring, it was 
equipment,or relocation was not 

sne. 



In addition, it important to note t 
point of direct contact. Site 

ly contact 

sk from exposure is 
remedi on workers 

PCB-contaminated 
a prot on. 

3.6.7 Comment: A resident from Akwesasne commented that 
res s in the area cannot have children and many women 
suf misca ages due to the contamination caused the Site. 
EPA Response: This concern may st be addressed through 

tat ATSDR NYSDOH. tion, there 
a number of s to ne 

effects of ronmental contaminants on residents of Akwesasne. 
See E to this Responsiveness Summary a list of the 
hea performed. 

3.7 Superfund Process 

3.7.1 Comment: A res sasne st in its 
ng, EPA into account the 

Mohawk people are connected with the land and wish to 
ct land than abandon it. A representative from the 

decisi0n-making. He asked 
ors s as the lives 

factors, such as costs. 

considered 
will be 

EPA 
factor in EPA's 

other important 
over other 

EPA Response: "Protection of human health and the environment" is 
the most important criterion uses to eva a remedy. EPA is 
rna to ensure the to contaminants 

not 

s remedy 11 t 
concentrations er 
contaminated materials with 
Site. This material 11 

all 
eliminating any risk or 

removal of materi s with 
cont nment of 

less than 10 ppm at the 
red multilayer 

t 
to those contaminants. 

In addition, EPA will ensure that Tribal are 
addressed, are subjected to Tribal 

3.7.2 Comment: A Akwesasne EPA 
not ta the costs to the community into account. 

cally, it been eight years since the Record of sion 
OU1 was gned and Akwesasne people been exposed to 

on time GM and EPA 
should take responsibility the residents of Akwesasne 

12 



that length of t and the additional 
testing will take. 

the OU2 ROD, is 
human health However, the 

by the e is consumption of 
contaminated The stockpiled contaminat sediments s 
in this ROD Amendment were removed from the St. Lawrence River in 
19 though recovery of r will 
take time and the fish consumption rates remain rest ct 
has done to reduce potential hea threat. In addition, 
the capping the Industrial Landfill in 1988 resul in the 

ion of risk from or vol Ie PCBs. 

3.7.3 Comment: A repre from the Mohawk Council 
Akwesasne asked whether ors such as the history of the Site are 
ta account EPA's ss. He also 
inquired about the who 

EPA Response: The history of the S e is an important rt 
determining whi investigations been or I be performed to 

lineate nature and extent ion on the Site. 

consideration of 
public comment peri 

I comments received during the 
Administrator, in 

consultation with SRMT, makes f is 
rding remedi 

EPA's decision is 
alternatives to implemented at t te. 

refle in the ROD Amendment for the Site. 

3.8 

3.8.1 Comment: A representative from State University of 
New York (SUNY) at Albany and Cornell University commented that 
EPA's map presented a very technical view the Site, and did 
not indicate I of res schools. The omission 
of buil te EPA 
Site a purely technical stance treating S 
like a typical indust is not a typical 

al sand ty 
outreach. 

the 1998 an 
sent the areas contamination 

remediated under this ROD Amendment. EPA believes that it 
provided a high level of 

s this as a typi 
Tribal Council to scuss all aspects 
formed sis document. In 

13 
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SRMT Environment Division a of the Propos Plan and 
, s comments prior to the Plan's public 

tionally, EPA fed the sne Task Force on 
Environment prior to the release of the Proposed Plan and held 
publ meeting at Akwesasne. EPA 11 continue to enhance its 
communi ty a ties responsi ve to t ' s 
input on how best to improve s. 

3.8.2 Comment: A resident of Akwesasne inquired whether EPA 
was evaluating 
issue. 

1 s at the Site and whe r dioxins are an 

st ion, 
s s 

samples. Dioxin, the 
concern at the Site. 

sediments and was not in any 
, is not considered a contaminant 

3.8.3 Comment: A resident sasne inquired EPA 
has considered indoor air quali and whether re are indoor r 
quality rds for PCBs. 

EPA Response: 
indoor 

The St. s Mohawk tribal rnment has set 
i standard for PCBs at Akwesasne. Indoor air 

i 
plan. 

will be cons red of the air monitori 

3.8.4 Comment: A resident Akwesasne asked for an 
explanation GM's position with regard to the Site. 

EPA Response: 
a ROD is to ow 

ain and respond to 
specific technical 

of the public comment period for 
to de ion to and 
comments and feedback from the public on the 

of the plan. Since this question 
requires ective GM, cannot answered by EPA in 

of this document. 

GM's comments 
D to s Respons 

4.1 of the Responsiveness Summary. 

3.8.5 Comment: An sne 
trust 

producing reports, 
such as 

SRMT because 
and holding 
to PCBs and 

s S not 

are 
s Summary and are 

included in 

many years and issues 

progress has been made at Site, 

the 
S 

the people no 
's 
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EPA Response: commenter's ration with the 
Site. However, s of 

ti ing a Superfund site, developing eanup 1 s, 
igning a remedy and then implementing that design are 

technically 1 ly Such complexities are 
ially challenging at la s such as the GM Site, whi 

consists of ten separate stinct areas of contamination in 
hundred thousand cubic yards 

ri on. In tion, 
by GM consul tants must be 

Tribal governments. Resolving the 
issues s s can ten a 

consuming, yet is a very necessary of the process. 

E s interaction with the Mohawk Nat is a major concern of 
Agency. EPA has endeavored to a productive wor 
relationship th throughout remedi process the 
Site. EPA consul with on major acts 
OU2 RODs, and on the development of the an, 
the input of the Tribal Government on Site-related issues. 
fact, EPA its 1995 an Site la 
a re t community, including ition to that an. 
EPA will continue to consult with the Tribe, and encourage its 
involvement in S al issues. 

3. S. 6 Comment: A res GM 
d the S and cost in 

correct the wrong that they have 

EPA Response: 
selecting a 

must con nine criteria when 
a teo Al cost is one of 

that must be considered by EPA, CERCLA and the NCP 
all remedies selected the Agency must be protective 

heal and the though EPA conside 
on its decision to amend OUl ROD low the 

disposal rather than treatment materi contaminated 
in excess 10 ppm, the OUl remedy, as amended, is 

th and ronment. 

3.8. '1 Comment: A resident expres concern that the SRMT 
not have accurate information the sks by the Site. 
The res EPA d these risks by eaning up 
cove and reservation areas and containing this material securely on 
the Site. 

EPA 
reviewed by 

All 
SRMT. 

s by NYSDEC are so 
Both of EPA's Unilateral Administrative 
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rect GM to provide of 1 
information 

as well as monthly ress reports to the 
Division. 

s including 
by the Site, 

SRMT Environment 

While is eager to th the cleanup of contami 
soils on Tribal Lands as well as Turtle Cove, EPA is not prepared 
to 1 consent 

3.8.8 Comment: A asked EPA to 
r areas on Site, e 

plant site (Turtle Cove and Reservation 
cont nment a t s also 
to el the potential for any 
onto neighboring lands or rivers. The high concentration of 
contaminated materi North Disposal Area warrants f-site 
treatment or 1 low concentrat of PCB-
contaminated rna in the EDA not warrant of site 
or on site treatment. 

EPA Response: rding contamination on bal Lands, EPA wishes 
to proceed wi the cleanup bal property, as scussed above. 
For this reason, EPA i areas in s ROD 
as a contingency remedy, which is based upon gaining access to 

e contaminated areas not on GM property. Wi th regard to 
ting cont r, EPA i one of 

goals of this ROD Amendment is to cont 
groundwater at S the EDA North 
Area, it should noted s OU2 RODs 

treatment these mate als, however, these s 
are in and have met with signi cant opposition. EPA is 
working with all parties to reso these issues. 

4.0 COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR LEGAL AND TECHNICAL COMMENTS 
AND EPA'S RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS 

4.1 

The comments summa zed in this section were received from GM. 

4.1.1 

less 
within the 
of 

with PCB concentrations 
not alter how the 

no , the NCP, or EPA 
mate th 

sent off-site 
which capping is planned. 

concent on Is (i.e., mate Is 
greater than 50 ppm) at the cility should 

concentration mate s are s 
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s mate 

addition, the 
40 CFR 761. 3 

scan 

spatially is 
Therefore, 

ons less 
in the 

EPA Response: The 
Contingency Plan (NCP) 

pursuant to 
sites. 

comment period for 
loped to address 

community a 

4.1.2 Comment: 
with PCB concent ons 

Reynolds Metals 
ristics of 

on-site di 
lity. 

EPA Response: Although 

ly be by concentra 

for "low areas" specifi 
if the Site by a fence. GM 

capped occupancy area 
occupancy 180 hours per year, 

from the remainder of the facility and is 
maintains that ation wastes wi 
50 ppm, not 10 be all to 

area on-site. 

comments 
Proposed Plan, 

most pressing 

recently decided to 
to 50 ppm to 

(RMC) 
GM facility are at 
low concentrations 

RMC Site and 

actions at 
ria is community 

during the public 
s ROD Amendment was 

ronmental concerns 

in soils as 

s 
at 

r 
to 

ose 
characteris cs, considers the and have s 

for each s 
ROD was init 

sions made by NYS 

on an individual basis. The recent change 
to provi consistency 

regarding the sed portion of 
EPA's rati for the modi included in this 

ROD Amendment 
Site. Furthermore, 
s ficant opposi 
no s opposition 

4.1.3 Comment: The 
and conclusions 

regulations 
Ith or the 
concentrations less 

ty of the East 
site facility would 

accidents and 
that transportation 

duration 

OUI for 

in the administrative record for 
supporting the sion of the PCB 
trate that there would no risk to 

from containing s Is and sediments 
50 ppm on-s under a cap in the 

Sending materials to an 
a higher sk transportation-

es. Althougn Plan 
risks are small due to 

off-site activities, 
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transportation s are bas on of vehi e miles 
duration of the course of the 

EPA Response: EPA has modifi the ROD Amendment to ref GM's 
point regarding risk related to the 
duration the section of 10 ppm PCB 
conta level overall concerns ated to 
advancing the eanup of most environmentally sensitive areas 
of the te while concerns the community. 

4.1." Comment: Esson of the costs di 
off-site 1 spe fied soils and sediments wi PCB concentrations 
greater than 10 ppm th costs of these materials on-

is ate two reasons. rst, its 1995 Post-
sion Proposed agreed that treating materials wi PCB 

concentrations less 500 was inconsistent wi EPA po1i 
not st a1t for teo cond, EPA ts any 

costs of its proposed ternat with costs 
ternati ve that includes on-site sposa1 of soils and 

s PCB concentrations s than 50 

EPA When eva1uat t a1 alternatives for a 
site, cost is only one of the nine crite a that EPA cons rs. In 
addition, s ors have come to light since the release of 
the recently 19 an, the most ant of 
which is the concerns the Mohawk community. , EPA's 
selection of the 10 ppm PCB containment 1 re ects the overall 
concerns re1 to advancing most 

ronmenta11y sensi ve areas the 
concerns of community. 

4.1.S Comment: There is no basis NCP, or EPA 
guidance that mate 1s with 
PCB concentrations less than 500 ppm be sent to a RCRA- and TSCA-
permitted ci1 Materi s with PCB concentrat less than 50 

do not sent th as are p1 
beneath a simple asphalt or There is no 
require the features of TSCA 11s, whi 

r di id waste 1 11s. 

reason to 
typically 

EPA Response: See response to comment 4.1.3, above. In addit 
EPA did not intend to require materials from the GM Site with 
concentrations of PCBs s 50 shipped to a secure 
RCRA/TSCA 1 It was the rest ctions in's own 
contract with its hazardous waste spos ·company that required 

of 
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4.1.6 Comment: If EPA is propos 
to remainder of t s sediments, GM would 
this all reasons stated their ea r 

comments. There are more 25,000 cubic yards of OU1 soils and 
s wi PCB concentrations 10 50 ng 

s volume of materi of site would present si ficant 
additional transportation and handli ris and cost about $5.5 
million more than di ing low-threat material on-site, 
wi thout t th or ts. 

EPA is in 
for the other OU1 areas. 

4.1.7 
uded in this 

s re-evaluat 

from on- te 1 
work. 

the 

should be 

EPA Response: The rat limiting this ROD Amendment to 
speciareas of Site is scribed above in s response to 
comment 3.1.2. 

4.2 

comments summarized ow were received SRMT. 

4.2.1 Comment: As a trustee of natural resources in 
acent to Akwesasne, the SRMT is opposed to landfill of 

PCBs as a permanent remedy. i tion is by 
senti c re which PCBs as 
which cause adverse reproductive ef 
and immunodefi ency. This research 
tighteni of EPA s for implementing 
plans, a move s 

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges potential ogical health 
ef of PCBs. However, risk involves not only the toxicity 
a cal but also routes of If an dual is 
not to a c 1 sk. OU1 ROD, OU2 
ROD and this ROD Amendment are exposure to PCBs 
at s whi 

In identi 
precautions 

the use of a secure landfill with appropriate 
of the environment, EPA 
to preventing to human 

PCB-contaminated waste. 

Whi fully tands SRMT's obj ection' 'to the lling 
PCB-contaminated materials, EPA must select remedies that are 
compliance th NCP CERCLA. 1 term contain:ment and 
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treatment are in iance EPA's ations, laws and 
s. 

".2.2 Comment: EPA is required by common law es as well 
as various Presidential recti ves to select a remedy that is 

to unique needs of the residents of Akwesasne. 
erests s gn rnments in 

water resources from polluting 
sources even those sources are located beyond 
s s, li states, possess s quasi-
s and as may control on or f 

may affect natural resources they own, 
federal government, as well as activities 

on or resources by treaty EPA s a 
responsibili to assure that inherent Tribal rights sovereignty 
are ly ected and thus must extend Tribal ARARs PCBs 
onto the GM to extent reas necessary to protect 
tribal sovereignty. [condensed comment] 

EPA EPA s not that I ARARs ly to 
portions of the Site that are not on Tribal lands. However, EPA 
has taken account the interests and the comments of the SRMT 
in fashioning an and protective remedy for Site and 

s d to to the of the residents of 
Akwesasne when deve the remedy. divi the remedy 
of the Site into two operable units, which consists of 
several s. Many of these s been d 
directly, , due to comments submitted by the Tribe. With 

rd to components, s PCB poli indicates 
, up to 500 ppm PCBs can be cont on-site at 

industrial faci ies. After careful consideration of the comments 
received rdingthe 
relati ve cost of 1 
contamina 

ver and the 
I 

concentrations 
di al at a secure 

10 ppm 

Lawrence 
excavated during 

s PCB 
be shipped off-

In response to concerns expres Tribal Council on the 
design the Industrial Landfill, slope the landfill will 

modified an area of at the slope 
will rather contained, as ly 
Additionally, EPA directed GM to perform further sampl 
regard to smic stability to the concerns the 
Environment Divis has ~ sue. 

It should also that per sk assessments at 
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Site, EPA assumed a consumpt rate of 130 g (1/4 lb/day) 
order to account for Mohawk ture's iance on fish as a 

source. s compares to a nati fish ion average 
of 6.5 g/day and is ce the high end of stribution value (95th 
percentile) 65 g/day. The sk was also calcula over a 70 

od as to 30 typi ly used risk 
assessments. 

this ROD Amendment, in June 1995, 
ed Plan that called in part 

EPA is 
si 

contaminat and containing certain 
materi lengthy scussions with T and 
other interested parties regarding the propos 
the 1995 Plan was withdrawn. 

In addition, EPA has been 
as well as the 
establishing envi 

St. 

tive to the Tribe's financial 
technical as stance with rega 

for Tribal land. EPA s 
$ 510,806 to enable 

the Tribe to 
oversight of GM 
worked with 

review speci c documents and 
activities. As r discussed below, EPA also 
Tribe to help promulgate Tribal ARARs. 

CERCLA requires that site remedy comply with icable or 
relevant 
for e 
considered 
not limited to, 
(which regulates 
Pollutant charge Eliminat 
of water St. 
9; See so, 13 
are applicable 

rements (ARARs) or justify a waiver 
to alternat 

Proposed 
TSCA (which 

an included, but were 
regulates PCBs), RCRA 

of 
System 

River) . 
2 of 

te) . 

waste), State 
(which governs scharge 

(See Plan, pp. 8-
1990 ROD which 

OUI ROD, T apply to al work 
performed on Tribal lands including Creek and Tribal soils. 
If, however, additional sampling indicates that the Raquette River 
is on property, then 1 y 
to those portions River on Tribal land. 

4.2.3 Comment: EPA must 
Mohawk Reservat Area is a i 
and so must re to the dictates of 

in this matter. In the 
to acknowledge its important 
s to 

St. Regis 
Justice 

Executive Order No. 12898 
of the , EPA has yet 

to protect Tribal 
re 

EPA Response: EPA's 1984 Indian Policy, reaf rmed EPA 
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Administrator Carol Browner in March 1994, commits Agency to 
work directly with Tribal governments on 

rnment-t ba r 12898, 
1 Justice ty 

Populations the Administration of ronmental 
Programs on Indian Reservations," dated February 11, 1994 ("Order 
12898"), as amended, directs to develop an 
Environmental Justice Strategy ifies and sses 

y high and Ith or environmental 
icies, and ies on minority 

populations 
Response to 
Response"), 

ir programs, 
low- populat In "EPA Strategy in 

Order 12898", dated April, 1995 (the "1995 
other S, . "work h 

s 
parti 

, research, the 
ster iate 

programs 
governments." 
protection 
Agency's mission." 

/I and 
techni 
the 1995 

.... is a 1 

to ... Tribal 
ronmental 

rt of 

As discus EPA's 4.2.2. above, EPA has 
worked cl wi th over rs to its 
participation in the remedy selection s at the has 
made si cant ef s to be as re ve as t 

's te-relat example, comments 
concerns played a significant in the development of the 

to t OU1 ROD. EPA so has ded both al 
assistance to the SRMT connection th t 

with the SRMT to develop ARARs that y to response 
1 land. In context of the Site, EPA 

lieves has ful lled, and continues to 1 11, 
mandates of the Indian , Executive Order 12898, the 

1995 Response. EPA will continue to work with the on a 
Government-to-Government sis and our 
partners and protect Tribal resources. 

Comment: 
t Plan 

aspect of 
off-site 

sediments and other materials 

ly concurs 
proposed to s 

with PCB concentrations er than 
River. 10 ppm were dredged or the St. 

EPA No is neces 

4.2.5 Comment: Further 1 investi ion is 
of GM Outfall 0 mouth the Raquette River. 

necessary to protect tr.adi tional hunting and 
grounds adjacent to Mohawk tory 

asne. ta lected s area shows levels 
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.1 ppm ( ARAR 
ARARs must be adhe to 

cleanup. 

zation 
as rt 

in 
king 

Raquette 
s r 

EPA Response: 
the quette 

e of 
r 

cleanup. 
to comply with cleanup 

will not ieve GM of 
requirements of CERCLA 

tion 
desi 

it's obli ion 
or Tribal ARARs 

on 1 

4.2.6 Comment: While the Tribe generally agrees with 
materials with PCB contamination below 10 ppm in the East 
Area ("EDA"), be the can concur with s ion of the 

, EPA must order to remove materials pla in EDA 
during the 19 excavation the expansion of Plant), as 
well as the mis laneous s soils col in 1995 (the storage 

whi was supposed to nature), as se 
materials contain PCBs at levels greater than 10 ppm. should 
require the excavation & site di of these materi 

ain why current plan to 
load PCB contaminated rna S As the volume of 
PCB laden materials to remain on-site increases, so does the 
pot al a release into the ronment. (condensed comment] 

EPA Response: 
10 ppm 

prepared, at s time, to 
Site S Is from the EDA. 
in ss PCBs on Si te 

soils wi concentrat 
EDA. EPA is not 

the Miscellaneous 
will ly result 

on which 
concurred, since the orig remedy called for containment of 
materi s with PCB con cent rat less 
treatment res s. Under s ROD 
resi s 1 be pl in EDA. 

4.2.7 Comment: EPA must 
mate al th PCB concentrat 
including what ARARs are being waived, and 

10 ppm as well as all 
Amendment no treatment 

tion how 
will s 

11 in movement or 
long-term controls 

exposure of these 
speci cations for mate s. deta desi 

the proposed vegetative soil 

EPA Response: are no which 
of mate als PCB concentrations less than 10 
or that would otherwise apply to the acement of 
in the EDA. There , no ARARs are being waived regarding 
placement of als concentrat between 1-10 ppm 

EDA. Addit ly, there are no monitor rements 
PCB concentrations ss 10 ppm. However, the 
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entire te will be monitored as long as contaminants 
The monitoring will not be cifically for the materi s 
concentrations less than 10 ppm, but will be the balance of 
the Site. long-term control of 

a -1 a 
ion treatment system 

movement -site mi tion of groundwater. 
of the c 11 be developed during the des 

opportunity to comment on design 

4.2.8 Comment: The SRMT expres concern that may seek to 
raise treatment levels for North Disposal Area, the 
lagoons, and Mohawk soils and s to 50 ppm. Wi cost 

off-site sposal dramatically reduced, EPA must 
sibility of excavating North Di Area and the inact 

1 te materials th PCB 
concentrations greater than 10 ppm. The SRMT requests EPA to 
consider off-site sposal the OU2 of sion. 

EPA EPA is 
the other OUI areas. 

4.2.9 
Administrative 
policy of 

Referencing 
ring GM 

, 

s re-evaluat 

XIII 

y, 
SRMT states 

the 

of the 
ROD, the 

ect Tr 
retained the re-visit the remedial decis 
have been GM to implement 

by 

EPA Response: EPA bel ected in OUI 
and OU2 RODs are protective 

not to 
the Tribe. However, 

requiring to implement retained, among 
t ght to to form 
actions at the that de 

such actions are necessary human health and 
ronment. 

4.2.10 Comment: GM should use the $3.8 Ilion it will save 
under the Proposed Plan to perform a more permanent cleanup the 
rema areas are not Plan. 

EPA Again, EPA believes that the cleanup 1 s 
in the OUI and OU2 RODs are protective of.human health and the 
environment. It is also important to note although the costs 

s ROD are lower than costs 
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4.4.1 Comment: ATFE 
chronic disease patterns 

just performed a study that showed some 
increas among the Mohawks of Akwesasne 

hypothyroidism, and osteoarthrosis. such as asthma, 
Current literature cates EPA enforcing stricter 
st for plans. 

EPA Response: ATFE has not provided these s s to EPA. EPA 
requests that these studies be provided to the Agency for review. 

EPA bel standards are protective 
owing reasons. standards at sites based on 

on of ty information eva 
information. This information is then 

of the concentrations that will 
on on 

In the toxicity is primarily derived from animal 
studies t controlled condi at varying 

s. in test strat 
sensi vity to chemi extrapolating from animals to humans, 
EPA uses which take into account 

sensitive ations such as 
children and 

In tion, EPA also uses heal assumptions 
to define "Reasonably Maximally individual at t site 
as an hea ive measure: These as ions are 
designed to evaluate the various routes by which an individual may 

exposed. 

utilizing 
toxicity), EPA 

individuals. 

conservat 
the 

assumptions (i.e. , 

ion 

exposure and 
assessment and 
ially e 

In the sk assessment at the GM te, EPA to s 
already conservative process by using fish consumption values which 
assumed a consumption rate of 130 g/day (1/4 lb/day). This 

res to a national on ave 6.5 g/day and is 
the gh of distribution value (95th percenti ) of 65 

The sk was so culated over a 70 year period as 
to 30 typi ly k assessments. 

4.4.2 Comment: Before allowing GM to di e of materials with 
PCB concentrations less than 10 ppm in the EDA, EPA should make GM 

up mess is ~rea. 
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EPA Response: The EDA 11 be 
the OU2 ROD. The 
areas not at 

the preceding responses, EPA 
described this ROD Amendment 

r, remove from 
ver s s, allow 

controls, and so doing, 
environmental 

4.5 

up to cifications 
ation of all contaminat 

For reasons descri 
s rmined t a on 

would advance the anup of the 
Site the stockpiled St. Lawrence 

1 t g 
would provide a 

The comments summarized below were ved from the Massena 
Economic Devel Council. 

4.5.1 Comment: The Massena c 1 
(Council) re may a 
chlorina and environmental risk, there is 

to s t s k lower chI PCBs, such as 
found at Site. ss, EPA went from consi all 

PCBs as e cancer causing s to characteriz 
them as known cancer caus agents. 

The Council 
that no 

levels 

a 
internal chemistry, 

ronmental ef 
sk to human 

EPA Response: 
S 

time, EPA did not 
rather continues to 
This classification is 

t 1 
Medicine a 

and Journal cine 
cancer risk among women 

organochlorines, such as DDT and PCBs. 

t 

maj ty cancers re t 
genet di ition, 
Council stated that 

are of ce 

ted sk 
Agency 

At 
as a known human carcinogen but 
as a probable human carcinogen. 

adequacy of the animal studies 
New 

was not available at the 
ion, however, the Agency uses a 

from s 
the potential effects of 

Several other human occupational studies ted 
t 

cancer in EPA's 

numerous 
on altho 

the IRIS file, 
to cause 

reas 
concluded that PCBs are 

nogens as sugges 
human carcinogens- not known human 
comment. EPA is not alone in 
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PCBs. The International Agency for Resea 
on y nogenic to humans. 

t it is reas to 
are carcinogenic 

Institute Occupational Sa and 
are a potential occupational carcinogen. 

stion lower PCBs dif t th 
ef s was also addressed in the reassessment and EPA concluded 
that all PCBs are probable human ca nogens. The Agency used the 
s Brunner et al., 1996 ( published as Mayes et 
(1998) (Mayes study)) to provide the appropr ia te sis 

of the cancer s The Ma s 
rats exposed to Aroclors 1260, 

rats exposed to Aroclor 1260. 
found liver tumors in 
1242, 1016 and 

of 
most 0 found 

the 
study 
1254, 
These 

s. Based 
probable human 

EPA concluded that all PCBs are 

As sc bed file, partiti f 
of a PCB mixture are encountered 

the 
s or 
persistence than 
incl to metabolism 
persistence and toxi ty. I stion 
sediment or soil or inhaling contaminated dust can pose relatively 

sks. Alterna vely, the mixture ion that dissolves in 
water or e air to lower in chI content 
and rsistence, so s from ingesting water uble congeners or 
inhaling evapora congeners would tend to be lower, in the 
absence of s or t. To reflect se 
environmental processes, EPA uses a tiered approach that considers 

and t each ure 

4.5.2 Comment: Citing the risk of accidents, injury, and 
spillage, the Massena Economic Council opposes shipping materials 

th concentrations between 10 50 ppm site. Such ris 
e a ater t to if low 1 

mate 1 is deposited on-site The Council supports 
EPA's proposal for ite at concentrations 50 
ppm or more. lly, in of ean fill is 
wasteful. 

EPA Response: 
containment 

the 

As stated earl 
1 s 

r IE's of 
the overall "eoncerns 
Si te while balan 
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concerns the EPA s not believe that the 
ta on of materials with PCB concentrations ween 10 and 

50 ppm 11 present any unaccept additional risk. 

4.5.3 
about the 

box 

Massena Economic 

ect i ve 0 f conce rns I 
because question val 

ss, which 
radicals. 
and people 

ty of t 
public hearing process is flawed 
interest. 

terms 

EPA Response: While we re s 
11 continue to try to on 

1 express concern 
has become a convenient 

s are not 
ve stopped att 
entire process. The 

ng community 

EPA 
ss 

to be more re ctive the community's concerns. 

4.6 

comment summarized below was 
Company. 

ved from the Reynolds Metals 

4.6.1 Comment: The requirement to off-site als 
PCB concentrations ter than 10 ppm appears to be unwarrant 
costly, and inconsistent wi EPA regulations. The Gui ce, 
is in June 1998, re zes t bulk wastes can safely remain 
on-site at a fa 1ity Ii GM's at concentrations up to 50 ppm. 
TSCA res that dredged sediments with PCB concentrations 

50 ppm either ted, landfilled a 
cal waste 1 by another 

approved by EPA. Further, appears to provide no 
t health or environmental benefits nce ipping such low 

al a risk and cost tIs 
lon-site under a secure cover. 

EPA uses nine tion 
sites. the 
Bas on comments 

the 1995 
s 

gain community acceptance. 
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Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan -------------------------

General Motors Superfund Site 
&EPA Massena, New York 

Region 2 -----------------------------August 1998 

.... ··<:'iin~-:.f .. ;'r·< 
Mark. Your Calendar .. 

. . 

August 211998 ~ " :,~ :. ,' . :.. '.~ ;: . ::: 
~ ' .~. : :~. ~ ... ,: ~:~. ;~ . " ""." ' .. 
October 5 1998 ': / '<':,-.. . .." . .. 

, "," '-:" >..~ -1-.. cl~ .. ~~",.. - . 

' Publicconvnent period onme .. ' . 
. Post-DecisionPrOposed Plan for ;", :,'. 

' the General Motors Site. -:.' ~ .';'" "": . . \. 

· .Th~rsday,~Ptemb~~ ·n,'1998 · . 
: 6:00 pm . , 

:',' Public Meeting at St.Regis 
.. ~ ' . Housing Authority Auditoriu~ ·~~"." .. 
.' . Route 37, HOgansburj, NeW'xork\:",:' 

Community' Role in 
Selection Process 

EPA relies on public input to 
ensure that the concerns of the 

community are considered in select­
ing an effective remedy for each 
Superfund site. This Proposed Plan 
is being distributed to solicit public 
comments regarding proposed 
changes to the 1990 ROD for the . 
Site. A public comment period will 
begin on August 21, 1998 and con­
tinue through October 5, 1998. A 
public meeting will be held during 
the public comment period at the St. 
Regis Housing Authority Audito­
rium. Route 37, Hogansburg, New 
York on Thursday, September 17, 
1998 at 6:00 p.m. to discuss the 
basis of the proposed changes. 

. EPA is soliciting comment on oruy a 
, focused portion of the 1990 ROD for 

_' PURPOSE OF POST-DECISION PROPOSED PLAN 

T his Post-Decision Proposed Plan (hereinafter the ''Proposed Plan") de­
scribes changes to specific aspects of the December 17, 1990 Record of 

Decision (ROD) for the first Operable Unit (OUI) of the General Motors Cor­

poration Superfund Site (the "Site") in Massena. NY. The 1990 ROD was 
issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as lead agency, 

and concurred on by the New York State Department of Environmental Con­

servation (NYSDEC) and the St Regis Mohawk Tribe (SRMT). The 1990 

decision included the following elements: 1) dredging or excavation of mate­

rials containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) from the GM facility, nearby 

St Regis Mohawk Tribal Lands, the S1. Lawrence River, the Raquette River, 
and Turtle Creek; 2) treatment of all materials containing more than 10 parts 
per million (ppm) PCBs to reduce PCB concentrations to below 10 ppm; 3) 

disposal of the treated materials on the Site and capping with a vegetated soil 

cap which complies with NYS and Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
requirements for a chemical waste landfill; 4) control of surface water runoff to 
prevent further movement of contamination; and 5) extraction and treatment 

of contaminated groundwater. 

. In June 1995, EPA issued a Post-Decision Proposed Plan that called for raising 
the treatment level from 10 to 500 ppm PCBs. The additional material with . 
PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm but less than 500 ppm would have 
been contained on site. The 1995 Post-Decision Proposed Plan also recom­
mended designation of the on-site containment area as a Corrective Action 

Management Unit and thenna} desorption as the treatment method for the Site. 

By the issuance of this Proposed Plan, EPA fonnally withdraws the June 1995 
Post-Decision Proposed Plan. 

The current proposal deals with only a focused portion of the 1990 ROD. EPA 
now proposes to dispose of off site, rather than treat, contaminated materials 
excavated/dredged from the St Lawrence River and the Raquette River, along 

with materials excavated during the installation of the site-wide groundwater 
controls. All of these materials with PCB concentrations greater than the OUI 
cleanup level of 10 ppm would be shipped off site for disposal at a secure 

facility. EPA is not proposing to change any of the site-specific cleanup 

levels. & 

the Site. These changes deal with the 
sediments and soils from the St. 
Lawrence Ri'ver and Raquette River 

and soils excavated during the in­
stallation of the site-wide ground­
water controls. EPA is proposing to 

CON'ttNUED ONPOLLowtNQ PMl1!S 



Suptrfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan 

allow for the off-site disposal of those sediments and 
soils rather than on-site treatment. EPA is not proposing 
to change any of the established site-specific cleanup 

goals. 

EPA, after consultation with NYSDEC and the St. 
Regis Mohawk Tribe, will make a determination 
regarding changes to the 1990 remedy for the Site 
only after the public comment period has ended and 
the information submitted during this time has been 
reviewed and considered. 

In addition to oral comments, which may be submitted 
at the public meeting, wrinen comments may be sub­
mitted and should be addressed to: 

Anne Kelly, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Agency 

290 Broadway, Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

The Record of Decision for this Site as well as all sup­
porting documentation for this decision can be con­
sulted for more detailed information. These documents 
are available at the following locations: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 18th 

New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 
By 

Massena Public Library 
41 Glenn Street, Massena. NY 13662 

Summer Hours: 
Mon & Fri, 9:30 am-5:00 pm; 

9:30 
Sun, closed 

Hours after September 14, 1998 
Mon-Thur, 9:30 am-9:00 

& Sat, 9:30 am-5:00 pm; Sun, closed 

Sl Regis Mohawk Tribe 
Bn~~irc'n.mlent Division 

Health Services Building 
Hogansburg, NY 13665 
By appt: 518-358-3141 

EPA is issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its public 
participation responsibilities under Section 117 (a) of 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compen-

and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended, and 
Section 300.430(f) of the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP). 
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Background 
he General Motors-Central Foundry Division (cur­
rently Powertrain Division) (GM) Site is located on 

Rooseveltown Road in St. Lawrence County. Massena. 
New York. The GM facility is bordered on the north by 
the St. Lawrence River, on the east by St. Regis 
Mohawk Tribal on the south by the Raquette 
River, and on the west by the Reynolds Metals Com­
pany and property owned by Conrail (Figure 0, 

Site was described a 1990 Record of Decision 
(ROD) as waste areas at an active GM ........ ""t·"'''_ 

turing facility includes contaminated on GM 
property and on St. Regis Mohawk Tribal lands, con­
taminated sediments in the St. Lawrence River 
Raquette River, Turtle Creek, associated riverbanks and 
wetlands, and contaminated groundwater. The portions 
of the Site relevant to this Proposed Plan are the St. 
Lawrence River, Raquette River, and groundwater 
(Figure 2). 

use the area surrounding the Site consists of 
residential and industrial uses. The Reynolds 

Metals Company facility, immediately to the west of the 
Site, and the Alcoa facility, approximately 8 miles to the . 
west, have been investigated by EPA as well as 
NYSDEC. Lawrence River flows are controlled by 
the Moses~Saunders Power Dam, located approximately 
four miles upstream from the Site. . 

GM facility consists of approximately 270 acres of 
industrial undeveloped land. Wetlands lie to the 
east of facility an area surrounding Turtle Creek. 
There are no known federally listed endangered or 
threatened known to inhabit the St. Lawrence 
River. However, the River does support a number of 
New York State-listed endangered, threatened, and spe­
cial concern flSh species. The River and the adjacent 
areas also provide nesting for a variety of water birds 
and shore birds. Federally listed endangered falcons and 
bald eagles have been reported in the Massena area. 

" Site History 
M has operated an aluminum diecasting plant at the 

1959. Until 1980. polychlorinated biphe­
nyls (PCBs) were a component of hydraulic fluids used 

UU;;'I,;~lmx machines at the GM facility. PCBs pro-
prc)tec::tiC)[l "J~""''''3' fire and degradation in 



the high temperature environment of the diecasting 
machines. GM no longer uses the diecasting process or 
PCBs at the facility; however, PCB-contaminated mate­
rials remain at the Site. 

The GM site was placed on the Superfund National 
Priorities List (NFL) in September 1983 as a result of 
contamination related to GM's past waste disposal prac­
tices. In 1985, GM entered into an administrative order 
on consent with EPA to perform a remedial investiga­
tion and feasibility study (RI and FS) to determine the 
extent to which PCBs were present in the soil, ground­
water, and sediments. The RI and FS were completed in 
June and November 1989, respectively. 

Based on the information provided in the RI and FS, 
EPA issued two RODs for the site. The first, or Oper­
able Unit 1 (OUl) ROD, was issued in December 1990 
and addressed contamination in the 51. Lawrence River, 
GM site soils, St. Regis Mohawk Tribal soils and sedi-

G~neral Motors Sup~rfund Site. Massena. N~w York 

ments, the North Disposal Area, the Raquene River. sur­
face water runoff, groundwater, and lagoons (Figure 2) . 

The second Operable Unit (OU2) ROD was issued in 
March 1992 and addressed contamination in the Indus­
trial LandfIll, East Disposal Area, and groundwater that 
flowed beneath those areas (Figure 2). 

After the RODs were issued, EPA issued a Unilateral 
Administrative Order (UAO) to GM for OUI in April 
1992, and an Administrative Order to GM for OU2 in 
August 1992. The UAOs specified the requirements for 
GM's performance of the remedial design and remedial 
action of the two operable units. 

GM began implementation of the St. Lawrence River 
sediment removal project in 1994. In 1995, the dredg­
ing of the 51. Lawrence River was completed and was 
successful in removing the majority of the PCB mass in 
the St. Lawrence River adjacent to the GM site. 

Figure I 

Site Location Map 
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Figure 2 

PCB Contamination in the General Motors Site 
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Scope and Role of Action 

This Proposed Plan is focused on three areas of the 
Site and suggests a change to one key element of 

the remedy selected in 1990 for those areas. The OUI 
ROD addressed several areas of contamination (listed 
above) and specified that on-site treatment would be 
used to reduce the level of PCBs from greater than 10 
ppm to less than 10 ppm. This proposed plan deals only 
with the materials excavated/dredged from the St. Law­
rence River and Raquette River and those soils exca­
vated during the installation of site-wide groundwater 
controls, and recommends that contaminated materials 
with concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 ppm be 
shipped off site for disposal at a secure facility rather 
than treated on site. 

EPA is not proposing to change the 1990 cleanup level 
for the any part of the Site. The only modification 
being proposed is the off-site disposal of materials 
greater than 10 ppm PCBs associated with the St. Law­
rence and Raquette Rivers and the soils excavated dur­
ing installation of site-wide groundwater controls rather 
than on-site treatment of those materials. 

Summary of Original 
and Proposed Changes 

C ERCLA requires that each selected site. remedy be 
protective of human health and the enVlI'onrnent, 

be cost-effective, comply with applicable or relevant 
and appropriate requirements or justify a waiver from 
these requirements, and utilize permanent solutions, 
alternative treatment technologies and resource recov­
ery alternatives to the maximum extent prac­
ticable. In addition, the statute includes a 
preference for treatment as a principal ele­
ment for the reduction of toxicity, mobility, 
or volume of the hazardous substances. 

G~nual MOlors Supufund Sjl~. Masuna. N~w York 

Existing ROD 

Since this Proposed Plan recommends changes to very 
specific aspects of the 1990 ROD, only the relevant 

portions of 1990 the ROD will be described below. 

St Lawrence River 

The remedy for the St. Lawrence River had three major 
components: dredging sediments greater than 1 ppm 
PCBs, treatment of dredged materials with PCB con­
centrations greater than 10 ppm, and on-site contain­
ment of untreated and treated sediments with concentra­
tions of PCBs less than and equal to 10 ppm (Table 1). 

The 1990 OUI ROD states "All PCB contaminated 
sediments in the hotspots will be removed given the 
technological limitations associated with dredging." 
This effort was undertaken in 1995 and resulted in the 
removal of approximately 10,230 cubic yards (cy) of 
PCB-contaminated sediments. All dredged materials 
with PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm were to 
be treated to levels below 10 ppm, and the treated and 
untreated sediments with PCB concentrations of 10 
ppm and less were to be disposed of on GM property 
and covered with a vegetated soil cap meeting New 
York State and Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
requirements for a chemical waste landfill. The esti­
mated cost for on-site treatment of the St. Lawrence 
river sediments is $4.6 million. This cost estimate does 
not include the fixed cost for dredging of the St Law­
rence River, which was approximately $7 million. 

LEVELS 
<10 PPM PCBs >10 PPM PCBs 

A summary of the original remedy and the 
proposed changes to the remedy is presented 
below. The time frames listed below reflect 
the total time required to implement the rem­
edy. The time frames do not include the time 
required to design the remedy. 

St. Lawrence River nfa 10,230 

2,600 Raquette River 1,400 

Soils from Site-Wide 
Groundwater Controls 17,600 5,100 

5 
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Raquette River 
The remedy for the Raquette River had the same three 
components (listed above). ROD states "All 
COIltaJ:mrlate~a sediments in the hotspots will be removed 

the technological limitations with 
dredging." after the ROD was issued indi-
cated that bank soils are and must be 
lCAL."''',<llLlCIU. All or excavated bank 
soils with concentrations of greater than 1 0 
.. y.' ..... "' .. L ....... ,.J 2,600 cy) were to be treated to levels 

below 10 ppm. 

The treated and sediments (approximately 
1,400 cy) with concentrations PCBs of 10 ppm or 
less were to be disposed of on property and cov-

with a New York State 
and TSCA a waste landfill. 
The estimated cost for treatment of Raquette River 
sediments and is $1.2 million. estimate does 
not include the cost of excavation/dredging 
Raquette sediments/soils. 

Groundwater Control System Soils 
The soils excavated during construction 
of groundwater were not specifically de-
scribed in the 1990 ROD. Such soils, which con-
centrations of greater than 10 can, however, 

... v •• ".~ ....... u to fall under the category of conta.rni-
nated soils "miscellaneous areas" which were 
cifically described in the OU1 ROD. The OUI ROD 
indicated that contaminated soils with PCB concentra­
tions greater than 10 ppm were to be excavated and 
treated on site. treated soils with concentra-
tions less than or equal to 10 ppm were to contained 
on OM property and covered with a vegetated soil 
meeting New State and requirements for a 
chemical waste landfill. 

anticipated volume of soils to be excavated during 
construction of groundwater controls is approximately 
22,700 However, this volume estimate is dependent 
upon the type and configuration of the groundwater 
control system. Without a complete engineering design 
and additional data. an accurate volume is hard to 
mate. NYSDEC, and SRMT are currently in the 
process of reviewing a sampling plan which, when 
implemented, will help detennine the type of ground­
water control system to be used at the site. The volume 
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estimated in this Proposed Plan includes soils the 
downgradient "footprint" of a cutoff wall (12.900 cy) as 
well as additional soils at the landfill toe slope which 
will be excavated (9,800 cy). Based on limited sam­
pling, estimates indicate that approximately 5.100 cy 
of soil will concentrations of PCBs are 
greater Although these volumes will 
change design, EPA is soliciting comment on 
off-site (rather than treatment) of the soils 
O1" ... ,~t ..... than 1 0 ppm that are excavated during the 
construction of site-wide groundwater controls not 
the type or configuration of such controls. The cost for 
treatment (as required by the OU1 ROD) for exca-
vated during the installation of the site-wide ground­
water controls based on the volumes listed above is esti-
mated to be million. 

The approximate cost for treating the materials 
dredged/excavated the River, 
Raquette and site-wide controls 
with PCB concentrations 10 ppm is $8.2 
million. The of the 
work for these ""L'IO"'''' 
mately costs and time 
frames to implement reflect only the treatment of the 
materials with PCB concentrations greater 10 ppm 
and do not include the cost or time frames for the exca­
vation or dredging of the materials, which are 
(Table 

Proposed Changes to the Remedy 

T he proposed changes do not a change in 
any of ~he site-specific cleanup levels but deal only 

with how the sediments/soils are handled after they are 
excavated or dredged. The proposed changes recQm-
mend that and sediments with PCB concentrations 
greater than 10 ppm. which have been removed from 
the Lawrence River and will be removed Raquette 
River, soils excavated during the installation of 
site-wide groundwater controls, be disposed of off 

than on (Table 3). 

St. Lawrence River 
only to remedy the St. Lawrence 

River selected 1990 would be the elimination of on­
site treatment of the dredged materials. Instead, the 
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LOCATION AND VOLUME TREATMENT COSTS ($M) DISPOSAL COST ($M) 
> 10 PPM PCB (CY) (AS PER 1990 ROD) (AS PER PROPOSED CHANGE) 

St. Lawrence River $ 4.6 $ 2.3 
(10,230 cy) 

Raquette River 
(2,600 cy) 

Site-wide Groundwater 
Controls (5, I 00 cy) 

TOTAL 

dredged materials with concentrations of PCBs greater 
than 10 ppm would be disposed of off site in a secure 
facility. 

During the processing of the sediments after they were 
dredged, sediments from areas of high contaminant lev­
els have mixed with sediments from areas with lower 
concentrations. This is due to the handling and process­
ing of sediments after dredging. The sediments were 
pumped from the river into a settling pond. From that 
settlement pond, the water was sent to the treatment 
system to further remove PCBs. During this processing, 
the materials were mixed and, as a result, all St. Law­
rence River sediments which were dredged, processed, 
and stored on site in 1995 have an average PCB con­
centration of 200 ppm. Therefore, all of the stockpiled 
St. Lawrence River sediments would be shipped off site 
for disposal to a Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA)- and TSCA-approved facility. The esti­
mated cost for the off-site disposal of the approximately 
10,230 cy of sediments dredged from the St. Lawrence 
River is S2.3 million. 

Raquette River 

The only change to the remedy for the Raquette River 
selected in 1990 would be the elimination of treatment 
for the dredged!excavated sediments and soils. The 
cleanup level for the Raquette River remains the same. 
However, instead of on-site treatment, the excavated! 

$ 1.2 $ 0.7 

$ 204 $ 104 

$ 8.2 $ 4.4 
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dredged materials with PCB concentrations greater than 
10 ppm (2,600 cy) would be disposed of off site in a 
RCRA- and TSCA-approved facility. The remaining 
1,400 cy of materials with PCB concentrations of 1-10 
ppm would be contained on site and covered with a 
vegetated soil cap meeting New York State and TSCA 
requirements for chemical waste landfill. The estimated 
cost for the off-site disposal of approximately 2,600 cy 
soils/sediments with PCB concentrations greater that 10 
ppm is SO.7 million. This cost represents only the off­
site disposal cost of the Raquette River materials which 
have PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm and does 
not include the costs for excavation/dredging of the 
sediments/soils, which are fixed. 

Groundwater Control System Soils 
The only change to the remedy selected in 1990 for 
soils excavated during the construction of the site-wide 
groundwater control system would be the elimination of 
treatment for the excavated soils. Any soils with PCB 
concentrations greater than 10 ppm excavated during 
the installation of the groundwater control system 
would be shipped off site for disposal at a RCRA- and 
TSCA-approved facility. This includes an area of con-

, tamination at the toe of the landfill slope. The remain­
ing soil with PCB concentrations less than or equal to 
10 ppm (approximately 17,600 cy) would be contained 
on site under a soil cap meeting New York State and 
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TSCA requirements for a chemical waste landfill. The 
estimated cost for the off-site disposal of the estimated 
5,100 cy of soils with PCB concentrations greater than 
10 ppm to be removed during the installation of site­
wide groundwater controls is $1.4 million (see discus­
sion above regarding volume estimates). This cost 
reflects only the cost for off-site disposal of the exca­
vated soils and does not include the costs of the installa­
tion of a groundwater control system. 

The total approximate cost for the off-site disposal of 
sediments and soils with PCB concentrations greater 
than 10 ppm removed from the St. Lawrence River, 
Raquene River, and soils excavated during the con­
struction of site-wide groundwater controls is $4.4 
million (Table 2). 

Comparison of Original Remedy 
and Proposed Changes 

During the detailed evaluation of remedial alterna­
tives, each alternative is assessed against the fol­

lowing nine evaluation criteria: overall protection of 
human health and the environment; compliance with 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements; 
long-term effectiveness and pennanence; reduction of 
toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; short-

1990 REMEDY' 

Dredge the St. Lawrence River to cleanup goals 

Treat dredged St. Lawrence River sediments with 
>10 ppm PCBs 

term effectiveness; implementability; cost; and state and 
community acceptance. The evaluation criteria and 
comparative analysis of the existing remedy and the 
proposed changes based upon these evaluation criteria 
follows below .. 

Overall Protection of Human Health 
and the Environment 

Both remedies (existing and proposed changes) are con­
sidered to be protective of human health and the envi­
ronment. Both remedies involve the removal of con­
taminants to previously established site-specific cleanup 
levels and eliminate exposure to PCBs, thereby mini­
mizing availability to aquatic life and preventing migra­
tion into the groundwater. 

Compliance with ARARs 
Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) are those Federal, State, or Tribal environ­
mental and public health regulations that apply to reme­
dial activities at a site. There are three classifications of 
ARARs: chemical-specific, which are health- or risk­
based concentration limits; location-specific, which are 
based on the geographical location of a site and its sur-

PROI"OSED CHANGES 

No change 

Off-site disposal of dredged 
sediments with> I 0 ppm PCBs 

Dredge Raquette River and excavate riverbank soils 
to cleanup goals 

No change 

Treat Raquette River sediments with> I 0 ppm PCBs 

Downgradient groundwater recovery and treatment 

Treatment of soils> I 0 ppm PCBs excavated during 
installation of site-wide groundwater controls 
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Off-site disposal of dredged 
sediments with> I 0 ppm PCBs 

No change 

Off-site disposal of excavated 
soils with> I 0 ppm PCBs 



roundings; and action-specific, which are usually 
nology- or activity-based requirements or limitations on 
actions taken with respect to waste. 

1990 remedy and the pro,po;seO changes to the 
YOP,.,." .. I1V comply with ARARs. 

TSCA is a federal law that regulates PCBs. TSCA and 
its regulations require that dredged sediments with con­
centrations of greater or to 50 ppm be 
either incinerated, landfilled a TSCA-approved 
chemical waste landfill. or disposed of by another 
method approved by EPA. Both remedy 
the proposed change would comply with TSCA treat­
ment and disposal requirements (40 CFR Parts 761.60-
761.9). of sediments with PCB concentra-
tions of 50 ppm or greater would be performed an 
off-site TSCA-approved facility. All necessary approv-

would be obtained prior to disposal to ensure sedi­
ments meet the facilities permit restrictions. 

RCRA is a federal law which regulates the management 
of hazardous waste. PCB-contaminated materials are not 
considered a hazardous waste under this federal law. 
However. NYS ... E, .......... .. 

with concentrations 50 ppm as a hazardous 
waste. Both would comply with all and 
appropriate RCRA requirements and/or the correspond-

NYS hazardous waste requirements for the identifi­
cation, transportation, treatment. and disposal of hazard­
ous waste (40 CFR Parts 261 through 264 and 268). 

,n,UUUl .. l New York State ARAR that is applicable to the 
alternatives being considered for the .GM site in 
posed Plan is the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
li:,,"t ....... (SPDES) which governs the discharge of water 
into the St Lawrence River. Under both the proposed and 
existirlg remedies, all water that is removed from sedi­
ments would be treated and discharged to the St. Law­
rence River in compliance with. SPDES requirements. 

The SRMT identified ARARs which are applicable 
within the Mohawk Nation of Akwesasne. Since this 
Proposed Plan does not propose any changes to the 
..... " ...... 1.10.1.4 remedy for Tribal lands, these ARARs will not 
be triggered. It is important to note, however, that 
although the Tribal ARARs are not triggered by the 
changes described in this plan, all efforts will be made 
.to achieve Tribal ARARs for any future action taken on 
Tribal lands. 
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Federal NYS requirements for emissions are 
action-specific ARARs or (6 Parts 
200,201, 211,219 and 257; NYS Guide-l) which 
would be met. These standards apply to would be 
met by original remedy. 

Long .. Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

In general. disposal remedies provide a lesser degree of 
permaneIlce in remediating when com­
pared to treatment alternatives which destroy .... U!!l4J,lU 

nants. 1990 remedy would result in treatment of 
material whereas the proposed changes to the remedy 
would not include treatment. Off-site landfilling does. 
however, provide for permanent removal of contami­
nants from the Site and provide for long-term manage­
ment in a permitted, secure, monitored location where 
adequate and reliable controls are provided. Therefore, 
landfilling PCBs with above 10 ppm 

on-,sIte containment of with PCB concen· 
of 10 ppm and less 

ing New York State and TSCA for a 
chemical waste landfill would reliably contain the con· 
taminated over 

R.eduction in Toxicity. Mobility, or 
Volume Through Treatment 

The 1990 remedy involves the use of on-site treatment 
by thermal desorption to reduce the toxicity, mobility, 
and of the sediments and soils from 
the River and Raquette River and 
excavated during the installation of ground· 
water controls. The proposed to this do 
not employ treatment to the contaminated mate-
rial considered this proposed plan. Treatment by ther· 
mal desorption would provide better reduction of the 
waste's toxicity, mobility, and volume because of the 
removal and eventual destruction of PCBs. However. 
disposal these materials in a secure landfill effec-
tively t4e mobility of the contaminants. 
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Short .. Term E.ffectiveness 

In general, effective alternatives that can be 
mented quickly with little risk to human health and the 
environment are favored under The pro-

changes to the remedy are more in the 
than the 1990 remedy because they can be 

implemented more quickly. The proposed remedy 
would be implemented in approximately 6 months to a 
year, rather than the years originally planned for the 
procurement, mobilization, and operation of the thermal 
desorption treatment These time estimates only 
reflect the needed for disposal or on-site 
treatment they are excavated or. 
dredged and does not include needed for exca-
vation or which reDlalllS 

Although the treatment unit would be operated in com­
pliance with applicable regulations, potential air quality 
impacts from the operation of the them1al desorber are 
possible. These risks would be eliminated by using off­
site disposal. Further, potential risks to on-site workers 
would be lessened by reducing the materials handling 
requirements needed for on-site treatment. The potential 
short-tenn risks associated with transporting PCB-
contanlinated to an off-site would 
increase. However, these are to be small 
due to the duration off-site w::rpO:ii1J 

Implementability 

Both the 1990 remedy and the proposed remedy are 
implementable from an engineering and technical 
standpoint. Off-site landfilling is more readily imple-
mented because issues of procuring, mobilizing, 
operating the treatment system are avoided. The direct 
load-out of sediments from the dewatering operations or 
from the temporary stockpile area and the availability 
of landfill capacity the off-site land disposal 
option highly implementable. 

Cost 
The capital costs for the existing and proposed changes 
to the remedy are presented above. Typically. a present 
worth analysis is perfonned to evaluate expenditures 
that occur over different time periods by discounting all 

costs to a common base year, usually the current 

year. This allows the cost of the remedial action alterna­
tives to be compared on the basis of a single figure 
resenting the amount of money that, if invested 
base year and spent as needed, would be sufficient to 
cover the costs associated with the remedial action over 
its planned 

the case of existing and proposed changes to the 
remedy, the present worth analysis is not applicable 

there is only a one time capital investment. There 
are no monitoring costs the waste 
would either destroyed or sent off-site disposal. 
Any materials left on would have concentra-
tions less than 10 Although the property would be 
monitored as long as contaminants remain on the 
monitoring would not specifically for the ....... ,t ..... '" 
with PC~ concentrations less than or equal to 10 ppm 
but for the balance of the Site. Since the costs of moni­
toring apply to the entire site, they are not affected by 
this change and therefore not included in this compari­
son analysis. 

The capital cost for the relevant portions of the original 
remedy which includes on-site treatment of m!llf ..... '_ 

als dredged or excavated from the St. Lawrence River 
and Raquette River and site-wide groundwater controls 
is approximately $8.2 million. The capital cost for the 
off-site disposal of those materials at an approved facil­
ity is $4.4 million. This represents a decrease of $3.8 
million. Based on these estimates, off-site disposal is 
significantly more cost-effective. . 

State Acceptance 
The State of New York concurs with EPA's proposed 
alternative. 

SRMT & Community Acceptance 
The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe has provided input to EPA 
during the development of tlUs Proposed Plan. SRMT 
will comment officially on the proposal during the pub-
liccommentperiod. . 

Community acc:epl:anc~e for proposed remedy will 
be assessed the amended Record of Decision follow-

the review of public comments received on tlUs 
Proposed Plan. 



Proposed Remedy 

Based upon an evaluation of the two remedies, EPA 
recommends that the remedy as selected in the 1990 

Record of Decision be changed to allow for the off-site 
disposal, rather than on-site treatment, of materials 
excavated or dredged from the St. Lawrence River and 
Raquette River and soils excavated during the installa­
tion of site-wide groundwater controls. All dredged/ 
excavated materials with PCB concentrations above 
10 ppm would be transported off site to a RCRA- and 
TSCA-approved landfill. All dredged/excavated materi­
als with PCB concentrations less than or equal to 10 
ppm would be contained on the GM site, in keeping 
with the original 1990 Record of Decision. The cleanup 
goals set by the 1990 QUI ROD are not changed. 

; ' ~"'~L: .. r:.~·· ' 
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Next Steps 

After EPA has presented the proposed cleanup rem­
edy at the public meeting and has received com­

ments and questions during the public comment period, 
EPA will consider and respond to questions and com­
ments in a Responsiveness Summary. The Responsive­
ness Summary will be appended to an amended ROD 
for the GM site, which will document all changes to the 
1990 ROD.& 
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If you or someone you know would like to be placed 
.. on the General Motors Superfund Site mailing list, 
'. please fill out this form and mail to: 

" NAME 

; ADDUSS 

Mary Helen Cervantes-Gross 
Chief, Public Outreach Branch 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 26th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

, : -=~;:-:Al_8_LO_N._'E ________ F_AX _________ j I 
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PUBLIC NOTICES 



63/16" wide x 91/4" long· Courier News 

The u.s. Environmental Protection Asency (EPA) invites public comment on proposed c!.,,"gcs to the remedy selected by EPA in its 
1990 Record of Decision for the General ."IDtors (GM) Superfund Site (hereinafter the ·Site") in Massena. New York. EPA will accept 

comments dUring a public comment period. which begins on August 21. 1998. and ends on OdoUer 5. 1998. Written comments may be 
submitted to the following address: 

Anne Kelly, Rf!meJial Project Manager, U.s_ Environmental Prc:~ction Agency 
290 Broadway, 20'" Floor, New Yorle. NY 10007-1866 

EPA's Current Selected Remedy 

The Site consists of soil. sediments. and groundwater contami­
nated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and related com­

pounds.ln 1990. EPA issued a Record of Decision that presented a 
cleanup plan for the Site. The 1990 decision included the follow­
ing elements: 1) dredging or excavation of materials containing 
PCBs from the GM facility. nearby St. Regis Mohawk Tribal lands. 
the SI. lawrence River. the Raquette River. and Turtle Creek; 
2) treatment of all materials containing more than 10 parts per 
million (ppm) of PCBs to reduce PCB concentrations to below 10 
ppm; 3) disposal of the treated materials on the Site and capping 
with a vegetative soil cap which complies with NYS and Toxic 
Substances Control Act ITSCA) requirements for a chemical waste 
landfill; 4) control of surface water runoff to prevent further move­
ment of contamination; and 5) extraction and treatment of con­
taminated groundwater. 

In June 1995. EPA issued a Post-Decision Proposed Plan that called 
for raiSing the treatment level from 10 to 500 ppm. The additional 
material with PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm but less 
than 500 ppm would have been contained on site . The 1995 pro­
posal also recommended designation of the on-site containment 
area as a Corrective Action Management Unit and thermal desorp­
tion as the treatment method for the Site. 

By the issuance of this August 1998 Post-Decision Proposed Plan, 
EPA formally withdraws the June 1995 Post-Decision Proposed Plan. 

Proposed Changes to the Selected Remedy 

EPA is proposing to revise portions of the remedy selected in 
1990 and would like the public to consider and comment on 

the changes presented below. Although the 1990 Record of Deci­
sion addressed several areas of contamination (listed above). this 
proposal deals only with how the materials dredged from the St. 
lawrence and Raquette Rivers. and those soils excavated during 
the installation of site-wide groundwater controls, are managed 
after they are dredged or excavated. These proposed changes are 
equally protective of human health and the environment. but are 
significantly less expensive and could be implemented more quickly 
than the original selected remedy. 

EPA is proposing to eliminate on-site thermal desorption treatment 
as a component of the remedy. EPA now proposes to dispose of off 
site. rather than treat. contaminated materials dredged from the St. 
lawrence and Raquette Rivers along with materials excavated dur­
in!: the installation of the site-wide groundwater controls. Materi­
als from these areas with PCB concentrations greater than 10 ppm 
would be shipped off site to. a facility that meets federal and state 
requirements for a chemical waste landfill. Materials from these 

areas with PCB concentrations of 1 to 10 ppm would be contained 
on site and covered with a vegetative soil cap meeting NYS and 
TSCA requirements for d chemical waste landfill cover. 

EPA is!!Q! proposing cbnses to the cleanup goals established for 
the Site. The goals include the removal of sediments from the SI. 
lawrence and Raquette Rivers with PCB levels exceeding 1 ppm 
and removal of soils excavated during the installation of the site­
wide groundwater controls with PCB levels exceeding 10 ppm. 

The cost of the proposed changes is estimated to be S4 .4 million. 
while the estimated CO)t for these aspects of the remedy selected 
in 1990 is S8.2 million ': The reduction in cost associated with the 
proposed changes results f;om a change in market conditions which 
has significantly improved the cost-effectiveness of off-site disposal 
as compared to on-site treatment. In addition. the proposed rem­
edy would be implemer,ted in approximately 6 months to a year, 
rather than the 2 to 3 years originally planned for the procure­
ment. mobilization. and uperation of the thermal desorption treat­
ment system. 

For More Informa:ion 

ACOpy of the 1990 Rtcord of Decision and related technical 
documents can be [(viewed at the following locations: 

U.S. Environmental Prokction Agency 
290 Broadway, 18" Floor. New York. NY 10007-1866 
By appt.: 212-637-3263 

Massena Public library. ·11 Glenn Street. Massena. NY 13662 
Summer Hours: Mon & Fri. 9:30 am-5:OO pm; 
Tues-Thur. 9:30 am-9 :00 pm; Sat & 5un. closed 
Hours after September 101. 1998: Mon-Thur. 9:30 am-9:00 pm; 
Fri & Sat. 9:30 am-S :OO rm; Sun. closed 

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe. Environment Division 
Health Services Building. Hogansburg, NY 13665 
By appt: 518-358-3141 



7 112" wide" 8 1/2" long. People's Voice & Indian Times 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) invites public comment on proposed changes to the re.ncdy selected by EPA in ils 1990 Recond of Deci~ion for the 
General Molors (GM) Superfund Sue (heremafter the -Sile-) in Massena, New York. EPA will accept comments during a public comment period, which berins on 

I'\U):lJsl 21. 1998. and t'nds on October 5. 1996. WrillCIl comments may be submilled 10 the following address: " 

Anile Kelly, Remediill Projed Mlllager, US. Ellvirollmelltal Pr"/t'c:I:olI ABelley 
190 BroadwilY, 1(11' Floor, New York, NY 10007-'366 

EPA's Current Selected Remedy 

The Sire consists d soil. sediments, and groundwater contaminated with poly­
chlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and related compounds. In 1990, EPA issued a 

Record 01 Decision thaI presented a cleanup plan for the Site. The 1990 decision 
included the following elements: 1) dredging or excavation of materials contain­
ing PCBs from the GM facility. nearby 51. Regis Mohawk Tribal lands, the SI. 
lawrence River. the Raquette River, and Turtle Creek; 2) treatment 01 all materi­
als containing more than 10 parts per million (ppm) 01 PCBs to reduce PCB con· 
cenlralions 10 below 10 ppm;)) disposal of the treated materials on Ihe Site and 
capping wilh a vegetative soil cap which complies with NYS and Toxic Sub· 
stances Conlrol Act rrSCA) requirements for a chemical wilste landfill; 4) conlrol 
of surface water runolf to prevent further movement of contamination; and 
SI extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater. 

In June 1995, EPA issued a Post-Decision Proposed Pial) thaI called (or raising 
the trealment level Irom 10 to 500 ppm. The additional material wilh PCB con· 
centrations greater Ihan 10 ppm but less Ihan 500 ppm wduld have been con· 
lilined on sile. The 1995 proposal also recommended designJtion of the on-site 
containment area as a Corrective Action Management Unit and thermal desorp­
tion as Ihe treatment method lor the Site. 

Bv the issuance 01 this August 1998 Post-Decision Proposed Plan, EPA iormally 
withdraws the lune 1995 Post· Decision Proposed Plan. 

Proposed Changes to the Selected Remedy 

EPA is proposing to revise portions of the remedy selected in 1990 and would 
like the public to consider and comment on the changes presented below. 

Although the 1990 Record of Decision addressed several areas of contamination 
(listed aoove),ihis proposal deals only with how the milterials dredged from the 
SI. lawrence and Raquette Rivers, and those soils excavated during the installa­
tion of site-wide groundwater controls. are managed afler they are dredged or 
excavated. These proposed changes are equally protective of human health and 
the environment. but are significantly less expensive and could be implemented 
more quickly than the original selected remedy. 

EPA is proposing to eliminate on· site lhermal desorplion trealment as a compo­
nent of the remedy. EPA now proposes to dispose of off sile, rather than treat, 
contaminated materials dredged from the Stlawrence and Raquetle Rivers along 
with materials excavated during the installation of Ihe site-wide groundwater 
conlrols. Materials from these ,reas wilh PCB concentrations grealer than 10 
ppm would be shipped off site 10 a facility that meets federal and slate require­
ments lor a chemical waste landfill. Materials from these areas with PCB concen-

trations of I to 10 ppm would be contained on site and covered wilh a vegetative 
soil cap meeting NY5 and TSCA requirements for a chemical wasle landfill cover. 

EPA is !l9! proposing changes to Ihe cleanup goals established for the Site. The 
goals include the removal of sediments from the 51. lawrence and Raquel1e Riv­
ers with PCB levels exceeding I ppm and removal of soils excavated during the 
installation of the site·wide groundwater controls with PCB levels exceeding 10 
ppm. 

The cost of the proposed changes is estimated to be S4.4 million, while the esti· 
mated cost lor these ,bpects of the remedy selected in 1990 is SS.2 millio". The 
reduction in cost associated with the proposed changes results from a chunge in 
market conditions which has significantly improved the cost-effectiveness 01 ofl. 
site disposal as compartd to on-site treatment In addition. the propos<.d remedy 
would be implementeJ in approximately 6 months 10 a year, ralher Ihanthe 2 to 
3 years originally planned lor Ihe procurement, mobilization, and operation of 
the thermal desorptior; (re.ltment system. 

For More Inforn:;...;(;on 

ACOpy of the 1990 :~t.ord of Decision and related technical documents can 
be reviewed atth~' following locations: . 

U.S. Environmental P.vlcc:ion Agency 
290 Broadway, IS" Flc....,r, New York, NY 10007·1866 
By app!.: 212-637-32(,j 

Massena Public library, 4 i Glenn Street, Massena, NY 13662 
Summer Hours: Mon & Fri. 9:30 am-5:00 pm; 
Tues-Thur, 9:30 am-9:00 pm; Sat & Sun, closed 
Hours afler September 14. 1998: Mon-Thur, 9:)0 am-9:00 pm; 
Fri & Sal, 9:30 am-5:00 pm; Sun, closed 

51. Regis Mohawk Tribe, Environment Division 
Health Services Building. Hogansbul8, NY 13665 
By appt: 518·358·3141 



& EPA 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Announces an Extension of 
The Public Comment Period on the 

Post-Decision Proposed Plan for the Cleanup of the 
General Motors Superfund Site 

Massena, cU. Lawrence County, New York 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has extended the public comment period on 
Post-Decision Proposed Plan for the General Motors Superfund Site in Massena, New 

York. The public comment period, which began on August 21 and was scheduled to end on 
October 5, has been extended an additional 8 days to October 13, 1998, at the request of the 
Environment Division of the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe. Comments on proposed 
cleanup plan must be received no later than October 13, 1998, to be considered in EPA's final 
decision. Comments may be sent to: 

Anne Kelly, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 2Ui Floor, New York, NY 10007·1866 

EPA proposes to dispose of off-site, rather than treat on-site, contaminated materials dredged from 
the St. Lawrence and Raquette Rivers along with materials excavated during the installation 0 

the site-wide groundwater controls. Materials from these areas polychlorinated biphenyl 
(PCB) concentrations greater than 10 parts per million (ppm', would be shipped off site to a 
facility that meets federal state requirements for a chemic.al waste landfill. Materials 
these areas with PCB concentrations of 1 to 10 ppm would be c ,ntained on site and covered with 
a vegetative soil cap meeting NYS and Toxic Substances Contn 1 Act requirements for a chemical 
waste landfill cover. 

EP A is not proposing changes to the cleanup goals established for the site. The goals include the 
removal of sediments from the St. Lawrence and Raquette Rivers with PCB levels exceeding 1 
ppm and removal of soils excavated during the installation of the si te-wide groundwater controls 
with PCB levels exceeding 10 ppm. 

, 
A complete analysis of EPA's proposed remedy, as well as other site-related documents can be 
reviewed at the following locations: 

Massena Publlc: Library 
41 Glenn Street 
Massena, NY 13662 

For more infonnation about 

St. Regis Mohawk Tribe, Environment Division 
Health Service Building 
Hogansburg, NY 13665 
By Appointment: 518-358-3141 

site, please call Anne Kelly at 212-637-4262 or Mary Helen 



ATTACHMENT C 

SIGN-IN SHEETS 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

Privacy Act Information Redaction

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17.1998 

I I 

Name (FinO. 

City __ _ 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? yes. ____ No X 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name(Fi 

Phone 

Organization ________________ .;....:... __________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

" / 
• 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17, 1998 

Name (First),_ ...... ~ ..... )=:::JAr..u:'t&:u~c.:=-______ (Last) ;/tU:rNgr-C 
SUftt, __ ~~A~!~~~~·~~~A~~~-______________________ __ 

Phone (Work) >/S-- 7t.? 1=Z31 

(Fax) ~~- /vv- Z3/Z-• 

(Home),_.-tI.2:L...:5:::.--_2i'-'=~::_t/~-...c.>}--::;"......:>~O __ _ 

(E-mail)~trJe1/@St.IC. .. ~A1 
I 

Organizationi_.....:9::::t:..!M-l-________ ---------------

Do you wish to make a statement? 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Street 

Pbone 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

/ / 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 11, 1998 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? Yes, ___ No 29 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agen~y Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 11. 1998 

Name 

Phone 

(Fax) \ t; I t,j). sSy .... £~;:l 

Organization 5RM -r E.NVIRDlYME1V7 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

I / 

(E-mail), __________ _ 

Df"ISI bill 

Yes, _____ No V" 

.. 



Name 

Stl'ftt, __ 

City_---' 

Phone 

United States Environmental Pr\)tection Agency Regior. II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17, 1998 

(Work)~~~~~b~~(Bome) 3/s .. 7f..,Lf-cr Co If'( 

(Fax) (E-mail)I-1:q:~ 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

Name (Fint) 

Street_....II:. 

Phone 

Organization 

United States Environmental Protection Agen~y Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

(Work 

(Fax) 

om~ ____________________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

.. 

I 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

.. &EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region n . 
General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - 5,!J?!~mber 17, 1998 

L~·We1J 
Name (First) tJ A- v / tj (Last) 19 t< q v'o'/ -;-F-

Street f<-R- (J t3 OIC I -; 7' 

State N. Y . Zip /3b£c 

Phone (Work) SJ~· s~ -$7$'7 (Home) 578 -..3~ - -'96,SS"' 

(Fax) Sle -3,s-£,.-t....2S-"2 (E_mail), ____________ _ 

/1/-,/='-Organization,_......;...'..:....-T __ -_______ -=--______________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? Yes >( No ___ _ 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agen~y Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Street 

Phont 

(Fax)~ ___________ (E-mail), ____________ _ 

Organization, ___________________________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? yes. ______ No. ___ _ 

• 
/ 

-. 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

Privacy Act Information Redaction

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17. 1998 

Name { 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

Stne 

Phol'l 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 11, 1998 
f'\ 

,- --1' ___________ \- .-..... ,' ____________ _ 

Do you wish to make I. statement? 

, .I 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name (Fint) ~i (Last) Cu:t . · 
Street .~Yi ruvi~ ~i~DVl5 ~ loj F ~~ £J . 
City ~1 State Nlj Zip I 1-7 {,-/ 

(Work) 'S ff ~'S~ ~Or (Home),_~_~ _______ _ Phone 

(Fax) ~ (E-mail), __________ _ 

·Organization 51»J~ R f At ~~ J ~ ().W..WS'"1 
Do you wish to ~ake a statement? Yes ~ No, __ _ 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agen~y Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17.1998 

(Last) &L:. 

Do you wish to make a statement? No, __ _ 

.. 

. I 

• 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17, 1998 

Name 

Siree' 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name (First) Jos JE?f+- (Last), __ U~i!._I_O...;:::'2:=---______ _ 

Street~_-=~:!..! ~...:..-.=.< __ fo:::.7;.!.., Z1:.......::..._~.t..:.c:..:w,rr....:....:.rt£~A3~.~.!.-l..-________ _ 

City,_.............:S::::;if-y.:..:.YA..;..C'u.:.;;;..;...:;.S.Joo.C ___________ State N Y Zip l.3l f 
Phone 

Organization, __ ,,-;Eu.:.I"k12.:!J.~~==4-J _~-':ii2!:!l..{ !l....t..........:!:!:l..J.l~t"..:::~:::::...... ___________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? yes----N0_f_ 

, / 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

-----------------------------------------~ 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Street~_.....JlliZ~~\ __ ~=..::::...L::._%..:::..:.A...:..._.. _____________ _ 

Pbone 

Do you wish to make I statement? 

I / 

• 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17, 1998 

Name (Fint) ~ (Last)/Z ~ 
Street fa 6 c ~~ · 
Ci~ ~ state/J'I- ZiP)J6£& 
Phone (Work) "3' r5"IOS6$?-6J?)iome), ________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? Yes tL No __ _ 

oEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Phone (Work) 1 b f: ) f£5 ~om~~ ____________________ __ 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

'/ 



&EPA UnIted States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17.1998 

Name 

Phone 

you wish to make a statement? 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - Sfu')telmDter 17, 1998 

Name 

Stndt ______ ~~~ ____ ~~~~~~--------------------------------

Phone ~om~~ ______________________ _ 

yes, ____ No )( 

" / 



&E United States Environmental Pn .. tection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17, 1998 

.............. __ ,Zip 1'6 (;;(5) 

Phone 

Organizationl_~~~:£.J:~~~:'::'£!~fJLtjLOt'Y'\::l:~~~( .J"'---~~~~~k=--.ch:~r~",--=-~~ 
Do you wish to make a statement? Yes / No __ _ 

&E United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name ON 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

• 
'/ 

• 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17 t 1998 

Name 

~A: Zip ~L/YZ 

Phone 

(Fax) (#17 ~ U ZS"k( 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

--------

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17.1998 

()N/IJ 91 

Phone 

(Fax) ( 1 (5) 7t'{ -Of II" 

Organization 1/V' Y1 , ;.(;..11 10 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

/ ./ 
/ 

Yes ~o-___ _ 

. . 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name (First) J/ -Lj) A t:: (Last) S /;?17('1 ~ 
Street ' '2.:2 ~ . -cs o {,X f l '1 . s:-r- ? oC, 5 ~ 
C"1ty tlda C-t;hv,>' iSU @ State hi 'I Zip j ,s ~-(-
rhoDe (Work)','tj ~ ->S;P-;2..:2..1-'-. (Home) 5/ cf-.s~- qS"7~ 

'( "t' q 

Organization, __ 5~gr:.:::::::-L!:.t?7:""":"'..L.I..!..~:::::::::;."';:;",:,,;;.:~~~1'!-(;o:::::e;;...·,,<..-..:::a~...:" ~~ _________ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? ~ 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Stnet~,_b __ S_~ ___ W_~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~. ~ __ ~ __ . ________________________ __ 

Phone 

(Fax) ';, S' - 4 -rf - 6? {'S (E-mail)' CA1b( k.? rae . ~ 
Organization __ A+t...:.--a._vt;~(.;_,-_S_~-"':"~ __ ~-1r-_(--"";'~_~_Pt_~;...." ______ _ 

Do you wish to make a statement? Ya _______ No V 

I I 

/ 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

Privacy Act Information Redaction

SEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

Nan 

Stre 

Cit, 

Pho: 

Org. 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17, 1998 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

Nal 

Strl 

Cit: 

Phc 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

(Fax), ___________ (E-mail), ____ ---------

Do you wish to make a statement? 

// 



Privacy Act Information Redaction

PA .. . 

United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17.1998 

Phon 

Do you wish to make a statement? Y~ ______ ~No ___ ~ __ __ 

.-PA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17. 1998 

Street~...L..:"'::"-=----':-.,l.._-lJ.......;;;..J. _____________________ _ 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? Y~, _______ No, _____ _ 

/ I 

/ 
f 



&EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency Region II 

General Motors Superfund Site - Public Meeting - September 17,1998 

Name 

Street P. O! 1>"0)( :5 

Phone 

Do you wish to make a statement? 

// 
/ 

;. 
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SUBJECT: E.P .. A. POST DECISION 
fOR THE GENERAL MOTORS 
POWERTRAIN .. MASSENA 
PLANT SITE 

TO: ANNE KELLY, REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTiON AGENCY 
290 BROADWAY, 20 TH fLOOR 
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10007 .. 1866 

JAMES M .. TOTH 
11 BALDWIN ST. 
MASSENA, 'N.Y. 

13662 

SEPTEMBER 3, 1998 

AS A CONCERNED RESIDENT Of ST. LAWRENCE COUNTY, AND A GENERAL 
MOTORS EMPLOYEE, THE E.P.A. POST DECISION PROPOSED PLAN Of AUGUST, 
1998, HAS SURfACED SOME ISSUES BASED UPON MY KNOWLEDGE LEVEL. 
THE LACK Of CLEAN-UP ACTIVITY AT THIS SITE HAS GONE TOO LONG. IT IS 
TIME TO DO WHAT IS RIGHT PER E.P.A. GUIDELINES AND fiNALIZE THE 
CLEAN-UP AT THIS SITE. 

SOME Of ISSUES Of CONCERN WITH THE PROPOSED PLAN INCLUDE: 

1.) THE Off-SITE DISPOSAL STANDARD IS SET AT 10 PPM RATHER 
THAN 50 PPM USED AT OTHER RESTRICTED ACCESS INDUSTRIAL S 

) THE PLAN DOES NOT ADDRESS OTHER SITE AREAS INCLUDING 
THE INDUSTRIAL LAGOONS, THE COVE AND THE ST. REGIS RESERVATION, 
AND THE NORTH DISPOSAL AREA. 

IN 1995 THE E.P.A. ACKNOWLEDGED THAT CONTAINMENT Of PCB'S 
BELOW 500 PPM WAS PROTECTIVE Of HUMAN HEALTH AND IN COMPLIANCE 
WITH E.P.A. POLICIES. POLITICAL INfLUENCES SHOULD NOT GENERATE DUAL 
STANDARDSn 

YOUR COOPERATION AND SUPPORT ON THESE IMPORTANT ISSUES IS 
GREAny APPRECIATED. 

&=-_Ik. 
JAMES M. TOTH 



860 Maple Ridge Road 
Richville NY 13681 
Sept. 21, 1998 

Anne Kelly, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 20th 
New York NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Kelly, 

As a of northern New York, I am writing to register my support for the 1998 
proposal for remediation of the Operable Unit of the General Motors SuperftU1d Site in 
Massena, New York. 

I also want to commend the for treatment levels of 10 and for "rn".,,, 

off-site shipment of contaminated materials rather than on-site "containment." 

I do, however, wish to remind of the for permanent remediation of other areas of 
GM site, namely the East Disposal and the Industrial Dump. Neither are part of 

proposal. 

Thank you for your conlSlo,eral:lOn 

Sincerely, 

Philip Hamden 



October I, 1998 

Aru:le Kelly, Remedial Project 'TA"U"~."! 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007·1866 

RE: Public Comments on GM, Massena CERCLA Site 

Dear Ms. Kelly 

As a resident of St. Lawrence County, NY. I with your proposed plan to allow 
containing soils and sediments to removed off-site for I believe however. that the limit for 
required off site disposal should be set at SO ppm. This would be in line with the State requirements for 
designation as a Hazardous Waste and EPA TSCA designation as a Hazardous Substance. It will also be in 
S\O'I .... f"I'I"If"I~f with activities at the two other local remediation areas. Requiring ...... II."'''ru 

instead of proper containment will result in extra spending which I do not believe is cost effective for the 
protection of Human Health or the Environment. Off site truck or rail transportation for the large 
qWlIlti'ties of soils between 10 and SO ppm is also not a favorable safety compromise. 

I would also ask that you move forward on approval of plans for the cleanup of the other areas on the GM 
site. Areas off site of the GM property (cove and Reservation lands) should be cleaned up as soon as 
practicable. and to a prudent level for reasonable removal activities and methods. The groundwater 
containment activities should also proceed at a rapid pace in order to eliminate the potential for any 
..,.,,,.,....,,/'In off the GM property onto neighboring lands or rivers. 

The high concentration soils in the North Deposit area should also in a timely manner. PCB 
would seem to warrant off site treatment or landfill in a very secure facility which would not have 

nej,ghlbormg health considerations, such as a remote landfill area. 

The low concentrations of the East Deposit area should be dealt with in a manner best befitting the 
and technical considerations involving the disturbance of this quantity of low concentration soils. 

I do not believe that off site disposal or on site treatment is a good safety compromise for this matenal 

Along the same lines, disturbance of any existing deposits within the capped landfill does not seem to 
warrant the high costs for the low qwmtity, low concentration areas of actual contamination. assumes 
howev'er that a adequate ground water containment and treatment is put in place at the 
site. 

Thank you for your consideration on this maner. I encourage you to move forward on this project and to 
address the true technical and health for the different areas on the overaU site. 

b~~ 
1047 Maple Ridge Road 
Brasher NY 13613 



October 1998 

Ms. Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007·1866 

Subject: ~M Site 

Dear EPA: 

Please do not use emotions and politics to make your decision. Use of actual 
information, science and EPA risk assessments to establish appropriate levels to ship 
off-site. 

J do support your decision to ship offsite instead of onsite treatment. 

JlNt'Af&MJ b""'" /.. 
~ ..... A 1.1 

20..,3 , r. . 
....J.,f. ,.T.,"'s-, Avt... 

MiL~AJJl I' ""';r 13(, f; 7-



October 2,1998 

Ms. Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project 

Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

Subject: =~= 

EPA: 

I support EP A' s plan the to ship 
than on 

However, ship level of 10 ppm excessive 
risk based cleanup levels. 

offsite rather 

not supported 



October 2, 1998 

Ms. Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
u.s. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007 .. 1866 

Subject: GM Site 

Dear PA: 

Secure containment areas on the GM site such the 
landfill or east should be used to contain material 
between 1 and 500 ppm PCBs. Other material hould be 
shipped off .. site for disposal. 



October 2, 1998 

Ms. Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Broadway, 20th Floor 
New N.Y. 10007-1866 

Subject: GM Site 

Dear EPA: 

I am concerned that the St. Mohawk Tribe does not have 
accurate information on risk from the GM Site. should 
clean up the cove, the reservation areas and contain all material 
securely in GM site. would reduce the risk to low 
levels-what we want. 

Sincerely, 

~J~ 

f.(). ~ '1;7 

~OG~~I/(, l +~ NY 
\~,~~ 



1.1 Environment EnvItonnement 
Canada Canada 

Ontario Region 
4905 Dufferin Street 
Downsview. Onlal"io 
M3H 

October 5, 1998 

Ms. Jeanne Fox 
RlM'linnAI Administrator 

~n de rOntario 
4905, rue Dufferil"l 
Oownsview. Ontario 
M3H5T4 

U.S. Environmental Protedion Aeen~ 
290 Broadway 
New York., NY 10001-1866 

Via Fax (212) 631..:J.966 

Re: Superfund Post..oedsion Proposed Plan· General Motors Superfund Site, 
Manana. tIW Yorit. ' 

In resp<)l'lSe to the public: comment periOd on the Proposed Plan for the General 
Motors Superfund I am pleased to have the opportunity to submit our comments. As in 
the past. these comments are submitted based on the combined input of the Ontario and 
Quebec Regions of Environment Canada, the QuebeC Ministry of Environment and Wildlife and 
the Ontario Ministry of Environment 

c:onc:ems regarding the dean up at GM have been previously in 
the Canadian Review Panel comments submitted to the EPA regarding the 1995 Post..Qecision 
Proposed Plan and in correspondence to Ms. Carol Browner, Administrator. EPA from our 
former Minister Sheila Copps in July of 1995. 

We support your decision to maintain the 1990 Record of Decision level of 10 ppm PCBs and 
the proposed plan to eliminate the potential for this material to enter the St. Lawrence River 
environment Although a permanent solution of destroying the PCBs would be preferable, the 
transport to and disposal of PCB contaminated material in a hazardous waste facility 
r~,r.....:,,,,"l~ a significant reduction in the risk of contamination to area. 

I would like to confirm our continuing interest in being invotved in activities at the GM site. and 
re-iterate that a technical briefing regardjng developments at this silo would benefit Canadian 

. agendes and allow an opportunity to have a disCussion about items not included in this 
proposed plan. Specific items we wouk:.I appreciate being covered in ttU:s briefing indude: 
completion of the 1995 dredging project. monitOring and maintenance of the cap in the 
Lawrence River, additional sampling at the Industrial Landfill, activities in other areas of the site 
(eg. Disposal area) and of the groundwater containment system. 

Yours sincerely, 

John Mills 
Reg~ Director General 
Ontario Region 

** TOTAL PAGE.002 ** 



AKwESASNE TASK FORCE ON THE ENVIRONMENT 
P.O. Box 992, Hogansburg, NY 13655 

October 5, 1998 

-
Ann Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
USEP A, Region II 
290 Broadway, 20111 Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: ATFE COMMENTS ON EPA PROPOSED PLAN, GM SUPERFUND SITE, 
MASSENA, NY, AUGUST 1998 

Dear Ms. Kelly: 

The Akwesasne Task Force on the Environment has reviewed the EPA's Proposed Plan for the 
General Motors (GM) Superfund site and submit the following comments . . 

. ' . . , . , 
ATFE would like to express our appreciation to EPA for withdrawing the 1995 EPA Proposed 
Plan. It seems we are starting to head down the right path in cleaning up the hazardous waste at 
GM 

The Mission of ATFE is to conserve, preserve, protect and restore the environment, natural and 
cultural resources within the Mohawk Territory of Akwesasne in order to promote the health and 
survival of the sacred web oflife for the next seven generations and to full fill our responsibilities 
to the natural world as our creator has instructed. 

The Mohawk Nation at Akwesasne has been forced to bear a disproportionate share of the 
negative environmental impacts that have resulted from the operation of neighboring industries. 
Because of environmental pollution, the traditional economies of the Mohawk people have been 
all but destroyed. 

ATFE's position is that there should be no more landfilling of PCBs in order to protect our 
. environment and the health of the future generations; We actively advocate permanent treatment 

of these materials. We have reviewed scientific literature on the toxicology of PCBs which · ". 
support our position. PCBs are hormone disruptors, which cause adverse effects on reproduction, 
learning behavior and immune system function. We have worked to educate the community on 
impacts from the pollutants in our environment to our health. We just performed a study that ."" 

1 



showad some chronic disease patterns increasing among the Mohawks of Akwesasne such as 
asthma, diabetes, hypothyroidism, and osteoarthrosis. The current literature indicates we should 
be enforcing stricter EPA standards for implementing permanent up plans, not relaxing 
them. 

ATFE with Proposed Plan to ship of the contaminated sediments dredged from 
the St. Lawrence River site to a secure landfill. We would this material be permanently 
treated, but the consequences of leaving it on site for another two years before a treatment system 
is on line operational creates greater of recontaminating the river, and contaminating 
additional soils and wildlife in the surrounding area. 

recommends further characterization of the contaminated sediments from GM's Outfall 
002 to the mouth of the Racquette River. This stretch of the river is traditional hunting 
fishing grounds and is part Mohawk Territory of Akwesasne. 

There been limited data collected in area to show that this stretch of the Racquette River 
is clean. Data that is available to us indicates that there is PCB contamination offish and wildlife 
in this area due to GM's discharge of PCBs through Outfall 002. (See Fish Study, April 1990, 
Jock and Sloan; and Wildlife Study, October 1992, by Lawrence C. Skinner). 

The historical and the dynamics and hydrology of the river that there is PCB 
contamination further downstream of GM Outfall 002 that is above the Tribal ARAR of 0.1 ppm 
in Mohawk Territory. Sediment data collected by Ward Stone in 1998 shows PCB levels in 
sediments above 0.1 ppm. In 1985, Environment Canada showed PCB contamination at 2.8 ppm 
in sediments at the mouth of the Raquette River. . 

In October 1994, ERM did a sediment delineation adjacent to Outfall 002. They found very 
limited sediments with high levels in this area. The only sediments they could find were 
behind and boulders. indicates that any contaminated sediments in area 
resuspended to Mohawk waters. 

This is within Mohawk jurisdiction, and we have the sovereign right to our water quality 
and watersheds. This was reinforced by President Clinton and Carol Browner in October 1992. 

SRMT Council and SRMT agencies have the right to enforce the Tribe's ambient 
standard within the exterior boundaries of the Akwesasne Mohawk Territory. Exceedences of the 
Tribe's standard would constitute risk to the health and welfare of the Mohawk population. 
These standards shall dictate the up of any PCBs found in Mohawk Territory. 

The ATFE shall do everything within their power to maintain, enhance, and restore the quality of .. 
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our environment. Therefore, PCB standards promulgated by SRMT constitute standards that 
EP A must as AR.ARs for the purpose of CERCLA remediation at the GM Superfund 
site. 

In light of the Mohawks property right and fiduciary obligation to protect such rights and 
entitlements, the Tribal ARAR tor sediments of 0.1 ppm applies to the Raquette River in 
Mohawk Territory. EPA should not relieve GM of their obligation to dean up contaminated 
sediments directly impacting our natural resources. 

Disposal ofMateriaJs below 10 ppm afPCBs 

Before we allow GM to dispose of contaminated materials below 10 ppm, to be excavated from 
the Racquette River soils and sediments and the excavated cut~ofIwall soils, EPA should 
GM clean up the mess that is in first, before allowing more hazardous waste to be disposed 
of in the 

In 1992, GM did some plant renovations around building for the iron foam They 
collected soil samples around areas to excavated. All the samples came back above 10 ppm. 

In 1995, GM excavated the Miscellaneous Site Soils on the south of the plant. All the soils 
were contaminated with PCBs above 10 ppm and disposed in the temporarily. Now it 
remains permanent. Why? needs to justify to Mohawks of Akwesasne their decision to 
leave the materials in place. 

According to the OUI ROD, the above soils mentioned should be permanently treated. EPA's 
proposed plan to amend the OUI ROD to ship anything above 10 ppm to a secure landfill. We 
expect to include the Miscellaneous Site Soils and Plant Renovation in their decision, 
and ship off-site to a secure landfill. 

the Preliminary Report the Industrial Landfill and East Disposal Containment 
System, prepared by CDM, June 1994, GM·plans to remove only 30% of the volume of 
contaminated material above 500 ppm of PCBs (see pg. 2-15, table 2-3). 

If the principal threat of material is to remain in place, and above 10 ppm are allowed to 
remain permanent in the then cannot support putting contaminated between 1 
to 10 ppm to be excavated from Racquette River and sediments and cut off wall soils in 
the EDA As the volume of PCB material to remain on site increases, the total mass 
material increases, and the potential for a release into the environment increases. 

In EPA's Proposed Plan, there is no information about the storage of the contaminated material 
below 10 ppm. EPA to be more specific about how it will be stored, what ARAR's are 
being waived, and what safeguards will be included to prevent it from migrating and impacting the 
environment over the long term storage of this waste. What does the cap consist of! What is the 
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present hydrogeological conditions where this material will be stored? 

Consjstency orqean Up Standards Applied to Site Overan 

The EPA Proposed Plan three areas of concern for the OUI ROD. is concerned 
about the rest of the clean up plans for the OUI ROD which includes the North Disposal Area, 
lagoons, Mohawk soils and sediments. EP A recommending another proposed ROD 
amendment or does the OUI ROD remedy still apply to these areas? 

ATFE recommends more permanent treatment technology be applied for the rest of the OUI 
ROD contaminated materials. Therefore, the original OUI ROD remedy should remain for the 
rest ofthis site. 

The inconsistency clean up standards applied at this site in the past, leads us to believe that 
clean up standards will be relaxed in future decisions. If the clean up level and treatment level of 
10 ppm applies to the St. Lawrence River, Racquette River soils and sediments, and cut offwaU 
soils, the same should apply to the miscellaneous site soils and plant renovation soils, and this 
should extend to the remedy for the EDA in the OUll ROD. 

EP A has the authority to order GM to do more under the 106 order to implement the OUI ROD, 
under section Additional Response Actions. EPA has reserved the discretion to order GM to 
revisit any decision made that impacts human health and the environment. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, GM win save $3.8 million from EPA's Proposed Plan to ship off site to a secure 
landfill, instead of treating materials above 10 ppm for the St. Lawrence River Sediments, 
Racquette River soils and sediments, and cut off waH soils. GM should invest the in 
performing more permanent clean up for the remaining areas that are not addressed in EPA's 
Proposed Plan. 

Thank you for allowing us to comment on EPA's Proposed Plan for the GM site. We will be 
looking forward to response to our comments. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Inc. 
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FISHlWILDLIFE DATA IN RIVER 

LOCATIONISpecies (ppm) Lipid WT. (ppm) 

7/30/87 Mouth ofRacquette- 12.9 
mallard 

7/30/87 Mouth ofRacquette- 773.5 
Mallard 

7/30/87 Below Twin bridges- 29.5 
Snapping Turtle 

7/30/87 Below twin Bridges- 3.5 
Wood Duck 

7/30/87 Below Twin Bridges- 36.3 
Red Wing Blackbird 

7/30/87 Near GM outfall-Red 36.3 
Wing Blackbird 

7/30/87 Mouth ofRacquette- 3.71 
Sturgeon 

8/1/88 Mouth ofRacquette- 4.3 107.42 
Double -crested 
Cormorant 

9/16/88 Bridge near 002 0.22 26.62 
outfall(GM) -
Leopard frog 

6126/90 Before RR Bridge- O. 45.02 
Bullfrog 

6/26/90 Before RR Bridge- 0,61 30.90 
bullfrog 

7/3/90 After RR Bridge- 19,82 
Snapping Turtle eggs 

.. 



Spottail Shiner Studies: 

1 997-SRMT 

- Env. Canada 

1987 - NYSDEC 

'" Recent Twin 
Bridge sampling­
NYSDOT 

Below 002 outfall 

Pier 1 South Bridge 

Sediment 
Shiner 

shiners 

sediment 

1.8 ppm 
2.6 ppm 

.147 ppm 

There is historical data on fish, wildlife, and sediment in the Racquette River for 
contamination. 

Additional sampling is needed from the 002 outfall to the Mouth of the Racquette River. 
a. to develop advisories for this River because are none to date. 
b. clean sediments to Tribal ARAR's: .1 ppm sediment 

1 ppm soH 
1 ppt surface water 
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Tllble 7. (CORt I nu!!'d) . 

Part IV-II 

"MOCLOR U2i" RANCE "MOCLOR 1016" RANCE "MOCLOR 1254" RANCE PCB PCB RANGE 
(pp.) ttl..pld-ppa) 

11IliqueUe UVl!'r IIrown bullhead <0.05 0.J2 o.:n 65.) 
-Rear IU. )1 Bridie Cup .<0.05 <0.05-<0.05 8.19 0.81-11.6 20.75 6.60-)2.90 1211. 2 )0.0- 191.0 

Channe I CAt( Ish <0.05 o.n 1>.48 'H.2 
Collien redhoue <0.05 <0.0:;-<0.05 0.110 <0.05- 0.28 0.22 <0.05- 0.14 23.9 1".0- ", .0 
Nnuht'l'n rlke <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.07 <0.05- 0.10 0.2!\ n.05- 0.5) 211.1 94.5- llll. 8' 
PUllllrk 1 Rlleed <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.06 0.06- 0.06 0.05 <O.O~- 0.08 36.1 211.6-' "".0 
SlIIIaUlIIOuth bellll <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.0'1 0.07- 0.111 0.1) 0.11-0.5) 6'1.5 :u .9- 96.5 
Whitt' rt'reh 0.10 <0.05-0.18 0.41 0.10- 0.52 2.45 L 70- ).20 )1.2 ]1.2- ll.2 
Yello",· perch <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.09 <0.05- 0.18 O. If, 0.06- 0.12 52.0 n ,- 79.) 

Cra.a River IIrown bullhead <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.64 O.JO- 0.'0 1.710 LO'l- '2.80 208.6 79.8- )8'.7 
-at lIIOuth ChaMe! catflih <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.85 0,17- 2.0) 1].7'1 1.20-U.79 ))6.9 9.0-Un.4 

Northern r'ke <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.58 <0.05- 1.50 0.82 <0.05- 2.00 Co85.0 150.6- 771 •• 
SIII .. II.,uth h01l1I <0.0"; <0.05-<0.05 0.20 <0.05- 0.40 0.7'J 0.21- I.U )85.5 U .9- 184.8 
Walley!!' <0.0::; <0.05-<0.05 I. 24 <0.05- ".H 1.69 0.17-4.78 57.2 1I .9- 105.9 
Y 1.'111)111 rea c h <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.20 <0.05- 0.90 0.29 <0.n5- I. I' 110.6 II. 2- 459.8 

SL 'a"'fORC!!' IUYfOr Brown bullhud <11.05 <0.0~-<0.05 0.05 <0.05- O. U 0.28 O.O~- 0.6:-; lolL 9 11.8- 90.9 
-vIcinity Sore Carr <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 1.59 0.10- 6."0 8.19 ) .91o-11. 40 90.1 20.2- 198.2 
"'anb La,',elllOuth bllill .05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 O.Ob <0.05- 0.08 11.:1.2 71.2- 208.3 

Northcrn rlke .05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <O.O~- 0.10 )70.(' 78.9:-1500.0 
SIIIIGllaouth bRSII <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.12 0.07- 0.20 0.65 O. '6- 1.10 ~.7 .0 48.B- 69.5 
Wlllle~e <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.12 <0.05- 0.2) 0.7J 0.10- 1. toO loJ.O )3.0- 51.6 
Ve 110'" perr:h <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <O.O~- 0.08 2J.~ IS. )- 19.5 

St. La"'nDCe III 'lie r Clllrp <0.05 <0.OS-<0.05 0.08 <0.05- 0.18 to.61, 0.25- '1.5') ~I.J 21. 7- 96,0 
-lIplll reu of l'Iulllrtcllunle <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 0.29 1.61 ')1 7 

Eilllel\hower Lock Northern pike <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0,05 <0.05-<0.05 O.lft n. l'i- 11.22 .\77.5 80.0- 615.0 
Inseed <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <0.05- 0.08 0.15 0.1111- II. 2 , ".'). ;I U.S- 89.1 

llIIOuth ha .. <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <0.05-<0.OS O. a:; o 08- O. :n 108.9 72."- 162.5 
WhUe sucker <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <0.05-<0.05 <0.05 <O.O~,- 0.01 ,.). :; 16.0- 187.5 
Yellow perch <0.05 1.0) 0.22 146.6 



hbl" 7. (C:onl I nut'li). 

Perl III-A 

AVERAGE 
NO. OF AVERAGE AVt:RACE AVERAGE TOTAL TOTAL 

FISH NO. OF LuetH LENGTH RANGt: Nt: I CHT NEIGIIT RANCr. LIPID LIPID RANCE PCB PCII RANGE 
LOCATION SPECIES ANALYZED ANALYSES _(M) (M) _iIL --!g}--- . -~~ _!"SJ __ _!1T.--L (rr-) 

St. 1I ... la IIlyt'r Irown bullhud. I 1 2405 IqO <0.01 <0.15 
-abo"e Ho.anabuI~ Carp I I 710 7198 16.l0 2 . qO 
0_ Fellt Ish 2 2 229 215-24) 122 ID- 112 J. )6 0.22- 2.50 <0. I ~ <0.15-<0.15 

Pu.rltlna .... d 2 2 211 200-222 2bO 20q- JlI 0.Q8 0 . 41- I. 56 <0.15 <0 . 15- 0.18 
lIoclt bll •• ) ) 1:>6 150-168 82 70- 104 O.Oft 0.05- O. II <0.15 <0 . n-<0.15 
S.all~uth bass· 6 6 HO l04-161 589 196- 71J 0.2] O. I)J- 0.41 0.15 <0.15- 0.26 
Nall,.~t' 4 4' 492 4055-568 1174 720-2018 0 . 22 0 . 11- 0 . 42 <0.15 <0.15-<0.15 
reo II"w rt'lch 5 5 21l 20]-212 1J6 1111- IA5 0.1.0 0.40- 0.71> 0 . 21 <0.15- 0." 

Jlequr' It' IIlvt'r ,..,.. r I ... ," C't'l I I 7Q7 II" 1" •. 40 \ . R2 
-fli ~"Ih II ~ 1."llht'lId 2 2 lI6 287-l .... 4"8 175- (,22 1. 24 0 . 79- 1.70 O. ~" 0.52- 0.54 

III.I"al l : 2 2 200 190-210 2)0 217- 242 0.78 0.16- 1. 40 0.21 0.14- 0.28 
t;ftI r I I 615 4U I~. ".4') 2. III 
t;hftllnrl ,.,,,, lah i 5 560 460-698 20H Q10-4U7Q 9 . 12 1.70-21 . "0 l.U 1. 76- 6.70 
Co I tlrn I ,,"Ih .. r "t' ) 1 414 405-427 88Q 8n- QV 5 . 14 O. 8 ~ - I , .10 o . " .\ 0 . 16- I. 46 
C,..II rldlt'l d I I b.l9 1540 11 . 10 0.12 
Laltt' st u r lIt'nn 2 2 790 620-QS9 4121 10Ib-n2f. Ib.lO 1 •. 20- 2".40 2 . b2 1.04- -'.20 
""sllt'llun,," I I 912 7941 I. 20 1.08 I 

s:-
North,,"n rillt' 5 5 598 519-655 ·1477 845-1787 O.ll O. OQ- O. 7~ 0.27 <0 . 15- O.U \D 

Pu.rlll .. s"rci I I I'" 214 0 .6-' O. lq 1 

S •• II .. )ul h tonas 5 5 l2l }(l-H9 584 ~06- 777 0 .97 0.:18- t. ~o 0."0 O. lO- 0.'12 
WIll I .. h" •• 2 2 )00 292-l07 468 401'- ~UJ ~ . O~ 2.qO- 7. 211 2."'" 1. 7(,- 2.)6 
Nfl I 1 t'Yt' ] J U8 4069-4092 98) 959 - 11)12 1:70 1.20- 2. \0 11.";7 0 . 240- 0.76 
r .. llow perch 2 2 221 212-210 140 122- 1~8 0.840 i) . 7~- O.'l~ O.2J 0 . 18- 0.27 



hble 7. «Conllllll~d) . 

Port IV-A 

NO. OF AVE RACE AVERAGE AVERAGE TOTAL TOTAL 
FISH NO. Of' LENGTH LEHCTH RANGE WEICHT WEICHT RAHGE LIPID LIPID RANGE PCB PCI RANGE 

ANALYSES .J..r~ _ltc!L._ 
laqueUe liver III I' own bullhead 1 1 134. 111 0.1111 0.511 
-ntar It. 31 Bridie Cup .. 4 1611 100- 1100 1106 1795-10604 21.JO 19.20-25.50 211.91 1.U-40.'2 

Channd c.tf Ish 1 1 611) 1)65 1.26 6.84 
Golden redhone 1 ) 411 )90- 4.10 920 1116- 911 1.10 . 0.51- 1.10 0.111 <0.15- 0.64 
Northern pIke 3 1 614 5110- 761 200) 1.201- 2455 0.12 0.011- 0.111 0.14 0.10- 0.64 
PWllpktnaeed 2 2 200 200- 200 217 208- 226 0.402 0.25- 0.58 0.14 0.11- 0.17 
SIIII.ll.aouth bill .. 5 5 )ll 272- 115 512 295- 5'0 0.10 0.41- L 10 0.44 0.27- 0.64 
Nblte perch 2 ,2 218 265- 290 1,25 125- 525 9.50 6.50-1.2.50 2.96 2.02- ]~90 

Yellow perch 5 5 200 175- 270 126 82- 217 0.58 0.28- 1.18 0.28 0.11-0.42 

GU.I IUVE-f Brown bullhead 4 4 250 220- 210 206 au- 2"5 1.]5 0.92- 2.20 2.410 I. 42- 3.58 
-lit lIIIOulh ChalV' ~ 1 cat flllh 5 5 525 310- 725 1815 1025- lUll 9.92 3.50-17 .10 "'.61 I. 58-4' .114 

NoUhem pl~e" 5 5 761 690- 855 2922 20211- U21 0.16 0.01- 0.80 I. "2 <0.15- 3.52 
S_UlIlOuth b ... 5 5 127 110- 146 5U 411- 600 0.510 0.09- 1.100 1. 01 0.26- 1.110 
Walleye 5 5 401111 /oJ5- 515 11611 810- .556 5.111 0.108-20.60 2.95 0.22- '.14 
Yellow perc;h 5 5 2401 220- 290 211 154- lU 0.62 0.19- 1.20 0.52 <0.15- 2.12 

St. Lawrence River Brown bullhead 5. 5 120 270- 119 411 29]- 5611 0.11 0.51- 0.9] O. )6 0.16- 0.70 
-vicinity Snye Carp 5 5 6111 650- 1]5 51711 UU- 8409 11.08 7.80-2".00 10.01 10.06-1'.82 
Kanh LalrgellllOuth ba .. J ) 400) H9- U" lllil 119- U7Io 0.09 0.05- 0.17 <0.15 <0.15-<0.15 

Northern 5 5 719· 6610- 870 2109 1650- H9C. 0.09 <0.01- 0.19 <0.15 <0.15-<0.15 
SlIIIollllllOuth ban " C. HO 105- 181 .669 511- 1018 1.106 0.66- 2.60 0.80 0.1,6- L J2 
WaUeye ] 1 557 "90- 600 1866 IU8- U12 2.21 0.211- :1.'J0 0.88 0.15- 1.65 
Yellow puch 5 5 251 2]5- 273 21,0 11%- 273 0'. t,J , 0.19- O.S] <0.15 <0.15-' 0.'" 

St. Lowrence I!ver Carp ) ) 657 527- IHI" 5UO 2160- 91136 9.f.9 0.88-17 ... 0 ".11. 0.]0- '.80 
-upIHUUI of tfuakellunjite I I 952 6361 2.10 I.n 

Eisenhower Lock "arthE-lrn pl~f' " 2 2 7110 550-1010 UOO 111>2- 6818 o. lit 0.01,- o 2~ O. 2~ 0.20- 0.27 
PlIIIIIpklnaud .5 5 191'0 165- 209 206 115- 2n 0.60 0.26- I. 10 n.22 0.16- 0.140 
SIII81111110uth ban 5 5 .)67 1.0- ]97 115 "96- 901 0.21 O.OR- 0.2') 11.21 0.11- O.H 
Nb it e lucker .. 5 5 H9 329- "25 667 531- 8~] 0.29 0.01,- O.H (IJ . I'; (0.15~<0.15 

Yellow puch I I 262 2H 0.81 \. 26 
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Sf.. Regis Mohawk Tribe 

RL 37 Box SA 
Hogansburg. New York 13655 
Tel. 518-358·2272 
Fa: 518·358·3203 

October 9, 1998 

Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
USEPA, Region II 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

CbW EsK:llth-e 0t.Ik:a' 
Edward D. Smoke 
Vim-C1tJef 
Jolm Jr. 

Tn'bal Clerk 
CarolT.Heme 

Trihill COIIDciI 
Hilda E. Smoke 
BryanJ. 
Barbara A 

Alma C. Ransom 
Paul O. ThollIlp51)1l 

RE: SRMT COMMENTS ON EPA 1998 POST-DECISION PROPOSED PLAN 
GH SOPERFUND SITE, MASSENA NEW YORK. 

INTRODOCTION 

The st. Mohawk (II SRMTfI ) has the 
Environmental Agency1s (IiEPAIt) 1998 Post-Decision 
Proposed Plan (the 111998 Plan") for the General Motors Superfund 
S at Massena, New York (the "Site ll

), and SUbmits the following 

The purpose of the 1998 Plan to amend that portion of the 
De , 1990 Operable Unit One Record of (the "OUI 
ROD It ), which provided on-site treatment 
with 10 PCBs which were dredged 
the st. Lawrence and Raquette , as well as all soils 
excavated from the associated riverbanks and wetlands. In 

, soils the instal of the 
Groundwater cut-off wall were also to on-site to 10ppm. 

By the current proposal, EPA has 
abandon the 1995 
the 1990 OUI ROD the of 
sediments or contaminated at leve 
a secure, hazardous waste landfill. 

indicated its intention to 
Proposed , and to 

all dredged or excavated 
over 10 ppm off-site, to 

As of natural resources in and adj to 
Akwesasne, the SRMT is opposed to the landfilling of PCBs as a 
permanent remedy. Such decisions merely shift. to our future 

the of ing the contamination. SRMT 
has reviewed the scienti 1 on toxicology of PCBs, 

has concluded that the research which has identified PCBs as 

F:\OATA\WAH\SRMT\GMROO\10-lCOMM.L£T Oc:tobeC' 9. 19911 



disrupters, as substances which cause adverse 
as substances cause learning 

supports this regard. 
also support a tightening of EPA 

permanent clean-up , and a 

TRXBAL ABARS SHOULD EXTEND TO THE GH SXTE 

the 

the course of decision-making at the GM 5 
, both by common-law principles of trust 

lity, as well as by Presidential directives, 
remedy that is to the unique needs of 

Akwesasne. GM's practices have 
a sovereign nation. 
(1832). Tribal 

and other natural 
and control. ~~~~~~~--.. ~~~~~~~~~, 

901-906 (1982). 
natural resources 

impacting Tribal resources 
supra. 

states Supreme 
sovereign 
polluting sources 

power to protect 
its members and 
its territory. 

sources are located beyond the 

specifically recognized 
in protecting the air, land 

- even when those pollution 
is territory. Georgia y. 
07), Illinois y. city of ~~~~~ __ ~ ___ , 206 U.s. 230, 237 ( 

~~~~~, 406 U.S. 91, 101-07 ( 72). 

a 

Court noted that a 
pollution source, 

lIit is a 
the air over its 

scale by sulphurous 
they better or 
have 

by the 
238. 

concept was reaffirmed in. 1987 
Appeals ~hich recognized that: 

"The Supreme Court 
and federal governments 
interests when pollutants are 
a within their j 

Georgia y. Tennessee 
protected from an 

demand on 
not be 

that the forests 
whatever 

further destroyed or 
control." Georgia, 

the Eighth Circuit 

811 F.2d 1180, 1185 

states has held 
to their "quasi­

into the soil, 
Contjnental Ins. y. 
(8th Cir. 1987). 

states, posses such 
, an Indian Tribe 

potentially affecting 

F:\DATA\WAH\SRMT\GMROD\lO-lCOHH.L£T 

governmental 
off-reservation 

on lands it 
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owns, on 
well as 

are held in trust by the federal government,as 
on or resources protected by 

SRMT Council, as as SRMT agencies shall do everything 
within their powers maintain, , the quality 
of the Mohawk Territory environment. Therefore, standards 

by SRMT constitute that EPA must 
CERCLA the GM 

As is detailed EPA has a respons ity assure that 
inherent 1 rights of are ful protected, and to 
extend Tribal ARARs onto GM property to the extent reasonably 

to protect Tribal resources. 

BACKDROP TO EPA ACTION 

As an entity of the united states Government, EPA has 
important trust obligations the Tribe. United states y. 
Mitchell, 403 U.S. 206, 225 (1983); Blue Legs y. B.I.A., 867 F. 
1094, 1100 ( Cir. 1989). The obligation requires that the 
EPA proceed at the site with the Tribes' interests in mind, and 
must a remedy that of Tribal 
wetlands way of 
resources of SRMT environment. 
In , "the government to government 
Federal and be 
not uni ly , 
missions be a with 
Law and Policy. Where an irreconcilable conflict 

generally take precedent." Memorandum, 
E. Deer, Assistant Affairs, 

the , 

EPA into account that the st. Regis Mohawk 
a 

the 
matter. 

Environmental Site, thus 
of No. 12898 

make achieving environmental 
1 agency (to) 

justice part of its mission by 
and addressing, as , disproportionately high 
human or 1 of and 

policies, 
States •••• 1t 

activities on minority 
.Is.L.. § 1-101. 

populations •••• in 

To Is, 
states that, in 

11 analyze , 
Order 

"each Federal 
including human Ith, economic and social effects, of Federal 

I including 
communities." 

F:\OATA\WAH\SRMT\GMROO\10-lCOMM.L£T 

minority communities and low-income 
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consistent with this I Administrator Browner 
recognized in 1993 that "Environmental Justice must 
a shared responsibility actions all federal agencies and 
ul timately at the , local and tribal If 

of Carol M. Browner's statement the 
Operations Committee, u.s. House of Representatives, May 6, 1993. 

In the context of GM site, EPA has 
important igations protect 
implement the Environmental 
respectfully requests that EPA address 

THE ST. LAWRENCE RIVER SEDIMENTS 

generally concurs in 

issues 

to off-site other 

its 

or excavated from the St. Lawrence River with contamination 
greater than 10 ppm. Although permanent the 

preferred , these have been 
over two I and to them for 
while technologies are mobilized creates 
of re-contamination. 

FURTHER CHARACTERIZATION or THE RACQUETTE RIVER CONTAMINATION 

The 1998 Plan also proposes to dredge/excavate ship 
site 
recent 

materials from Raquette . In light 
data indicates PCB contamination 

down-river than has currently been ineated, and the 
conditions of River, the cannot concur on 

aspect the Plan further of the 
current 
SRMT 
grounds 
by 

of the place. Specifically, 
upon EPA to protect the traditional hunting and fishing 

acent to the Mohawk Territory of Akwesasne, 
characterization from GM Outfall 002 the 
River. 

further characterization of the 
EPA to clean-up 
standards (nARARs"). Tribal ARARs PCBs consist of a .1 ppm 

level for sediments, and a 1 ppm cleanup level soils. 

Attached are and wi ife data 
collected in the Raquette data collected by Ward 
stone 98 shows PCB levels in sediments of over .1 ppm (see 

figure) . is consistent with collected by 

ppm in sediments 
1990 Fish study by 
wildli by 
findings. 

1985 Which indicated PCB at 2.8 
the mouth of the River. The 1, 
Jock & Sloan, as the October, 1992 

Skinner are cons with these 
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The 
Area ("EDAIt) 
ppm. 
EPA 
during 
as the 
question 

MATERIALS TO 

principal threat 
10 ppm are 

on portion of the 
excavated/dredged from the 

wall to the EDA. As the 
on-site increases, so 

environment now or 

STORED ON-SITE 

must provide more 
materials between 1-10 ppm. 

what ARAR's are being 
controls will 

, 
EDA 

as well 
beyond 

10 ppm. 

mode of 
I EPA must 

this 
the 

migration or exposure of these materials. Moreover the Tribe 
vegetative detailed design specifications for the 

~ CONSISTENCY Of SITE-WIDE CLEANUP STANDARDS 

in its 
say as 
the OUI ROD 

, and Mohawk 

that the 
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1998 Plan is deficient 
what it does say. 
North Disposal Area 

may seek to raise 
areas to 50 ppm. The 

'. 

GM stands to save 
remedy. with the 

explore 
lagoons and 

than 10 ppm. 

October 9. 1998 



EPA must also take into consideration the of 
off-site decision-making on the OU II ROD and 
the same remedy. 

~ EPA AUTHORITY TO RE-VISIT REMEDIAL DECISIONS 

In order to fashion a remedy while discharging 
obligations to the Tribe, EPA must re-visit some of the decisions 
that have been made with respect to the site. 's authority to 
do so is derived from the policies described in the Introduction to 

as well as the Orders 

The policy of respect for Tribal sovereignty and affirmative 
obligation to protect Tribal sovereign rights, the 

to EPA to at this and order the 
remedy requested by the Tribe.. EPA been provided the 
opportuni ty I and in some instances ordered to take such action 
through 84 Indian Policy as reaffirmed by ident inton 

Administrator 1993, Executive Order No. 12898, and 
general princip Indian Law. 

Moreover, the Tribe has been diligent in placing 
Record its objections to anything 

ive, 
protected from any 
Administrative Record. 

XIII of 1990 ROD states 

S Therefore, 
ial decisions 

the 
of a 

EPA 
by 

determine that in addition to the Work 
and attachments to this , additional 

activities are necessary, EPA 
work plan for additional 

to modify any 
required by , 
(emphas added). 

to 

may require Respondent to submit a 
actions. EPA may also require 
design, deliverable 

modif 

In addition, Section XXVI of the ROD, at "77" 

"Nothing in this Order shall preclude EPA from 
taking any additional actions, including ion 

this Order or of I and/or additional 
remedial or removal actions as EPA may necessary, or from 
requiring Respondent in the future to perform additional activities 
pursuant CERCLA, or any other applicable law." . 
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as the enforcement authority in charge of the 
has the to it the 

that have been made, and order GM to a more 

n..... CQNCLUSION 

to save $3.8 million from EPA's Proposed to 
to a secure landfill, instead of treating materials 

the st. Lawrence River Sediments, 
, and wall. GM should 

invest the savings in performing a more permanent clean up for the 
remaining areas that are not addressed in EPA's Proposed 

would 
EPA's Proposed 

with following 

1. remedial investigation is needed from downstream of GM 
002 to the mouth the Raquette 

ARAR of 0.1 ppm PCBs in must Any 
sediments above O. 1 should removed 
ecosystem to protect fish and wildlife, 

Mohawks, who to hunt and 
Terr i tory, it an important 
despite fish consumption advisories. EPA should not relieve 
GM of their obligation to cleanup contaminated sediments in 
Mohawk 

2. Anything 1 ppm of PCB material should be shipped 
to a secure landfill the River 

and cut wall , unless GM also 
Miscellaneous Plant 
10 ppm have already been disposed in the EDA. 
soils between 10 and 500 ppm in the EDA would be 

with the ROD clean standard. 

Thank you for us to comment on EPA's Proposed Plan 
the s If you any questions, we would a 

meeting with you to discuss our comments. 

Chief Execut1ve Officer 
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Barbara A. , 
Legislative Councilor 

PaulO. Thompson, 
Legislative Councilor 

CC: Darrell Sweredowski, DEC 
Mike 0' Toole, DEC 
John , Esq. 

r:\OATA\WAH\SRMT\GMROD\lO-lCOMH.L~T 
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Legislative Counci 

E. Smoke, 
Legislative 
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REYNOLDS METALS COMPANY 
Primary Metals Division 

P.O. Box 500· Massena. New York 13662..Q5oo· (315)764-6000 

Remediation Project OITICe'S (315) 764-1996 
. FAX' (315) 764-9394· 

October 8,1 

Anne Kelly, Remedial Project Manager 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Re: Comments to USEPA's Superfund Post-Decision Proposed Plan for 
General Motors Corporation Superfund Site 

Anne: 

RMC has reviewed Post-Decision Proposed Plan describing the proposed changes 
to the remedy selected by USEPA in its December 17,1 Record of Decision for the first 

"""".,,.,,,,,",,10 Unit (QUi) of the General Motors Corporation Superfund Site, and submits this 
as a comment 

EPA's Post-Decision Plan indicates that all materials with PCB concentrations greater 
10 ppm would be shipped offsite for disposal at a secure landfill. EPA's own PCB disposal 
regulations, issued in June, recognize that bulk cleanup wastes can safely remain on site at 
a facility GM's at concentrations up to 50 ppm. TSCA and its regulations require that 
dredged sediments with concentrations of PCS's greater than 50 ppm be either incinerated, 
landfilled in a TSCA-approved chemical waste landfill, or disposed of by another method 
approved by EPA (40 CFR 761.6Q..761.9). The requirement in the proposed change 
to ship offsite the sediments with PCS levels exceeding 10 ppm appears to be unwarranted 

costly. EPA's proposal appears to provide no additional health or environmental 
benefits since shipping material with PCB concentrations than 50 ppm has a greater 
risk and cost than leaving this material onsite under a secure cover. 

We feel that EPA should be consistent and follow the regulations concerning the 
disposal of less than 50 ppm material. General Motors should not be required to 
spend additional funds to ship material offsite when the regulations allow this material 
to remain onsile with proper controls. 

Sincerely. 

~. t:.t Q. 

Richard C. Esterline 
Project Coordinator 



p~, Le«tU ~ St# L~ ~ 
~ 7~ ~ ~aIM. ~, /I'JL-

Ronald P. McDougall 
President 

Affiliated With 
AFL-CIO ... New York State AFL-CIO 

Joseph W. Selleck 
Treasurer 
37 EI m Street 

...... 

32 Andrews Street 
Massena, NY 13662 
Telephone: 

Norwood, NY 13668 
Telephone: (315) 353-2724 

(315) 764-0271 UAW Hall 
(31 764-2293 Plant Office 
(31 769-7032 Home 
(315) 769-5839 Fax 

RIchard A. Lalonde 
1 st Vice President 
331 N. Indiana Ave. 
Watertown, NY 13601 

(315) 788-1897 

5, 

Ms. Anne Kelly 
t<elneCUaJ I-'r(,,,,,,~r Manager 
u.s. nV1trOJnn:Len,taJ Protection· Agency 

Subject: 

Dear EPA: 

Floor 
10007-1866 

Robert M. Miles 
Recording Secretary 
P.O. Box 76 
Deferiet, NY 13628 
Telephone: (3l5) 493-3027 

The Central Trades Council supports EPA's proposed plan to move material offsite 
rather treat onsite. 

However, we the pickup and ship level of 10 ppm is EPA 
sites should be 

more reasonable 
50 ppm spill level or guidance of 500 ppm for 
followed. We are sure a risk assessment would 

Sincerely. 

fY.~~cy 
President Central 
Trades 



Dear Ms, Kelly, 

I would like to register my support for the August 1998 
proposal for remediation of the first Operable Unit of 
General Motors Superfund Site in Massena, New York. I 
commend EPA for reinstating treatment levels of 10 ppm and 
for proposing off-site shipment of contaminated materials rather 
than on-site "containment", However, I wish to remind EPA of 
the need for permanent remediation of other areas of the GM 
site, namely the East Disposal Area and Industrial Dump, which 
are not part of this proposal. 

Signature(s) 

Print Name(s) 

Address 

Note: During the public comment • 
EPA received 64 post-cards similar 
to the one copied 



October 5, 1998 

Ms. Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
U Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

Subject: -=..:..:;.;:...;:::.= 

Dear EPA: 

I approve of EPA's plan for the GM site. However, why not set the level of 

material going site at 50 ppm. Use one-half of the money saved to 

educate the St. Regis Mohawk tribal members and leaders on PCB risks. 



October 5, 1998 

Ms. Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
U. Environmental Protection Agency 

Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

Subject: 

EPA: 

We support EPA's proposed plan to move 
than onsite. 

offsite 

However, we pickup and ship off site level of 10 ppm is 
inappropriate. EPA 50 ppm spill clean-up level or 500 
ppm for industrial sites should be followed. We are sure a 
risk assessment would support these more reasonable levels. 

Rene & Barb Hart 

t l' 'T, l~OVka Q~,. 

fJ[~(NV. 

l%~ 



October 5, 

Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 
U. S. Protection Agency 
290 20th Floor 
New York. NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. 

to inform you that I support a plan to allow General Motors Massena Plant to 
reDled.il8tiC)n materials with PCB concentrations above SO ppm to an off-site landfill. 

AdA:1itlclnally. I would support a plan to allow any materials less than SO ppm to be properly 

Sincerely 



October 1998 

Ms. Anne 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway. 20th Floor 
New York. N.Y. 10007-1866 

Subject: ""'""' ................. 

Dear EPA: 

We support p Ian to ship material instead of treatment. In future plans, we 

would to see low level material consolidated the area or landfill. amount 

should be based on risk based nwnbers. 

Sincerely. 



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

Octo ber 9, 1998 

Anne Kelly, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York. NY 10007-1866 

Dear Kelly: 

P.O. Box 52 41 Main Street 
Massena, New York 13662 

15) 769~8484 

Frank Alguire· 
Executive Director 

Massena Economic Development Council wishes to formally comment on your 
recently released proposed remediation plan for GM-Powertrain at Massena, NY. Our concerns 
specifically relate to levels of PCB required to be sent offsite. and were approved our board in 
their regularly scheduled monthly meeting of Monday. October 5, 1998. 

As the knows, we offered comments over the years relating to GM's 
environmental situation. Allow us to reiterate some of our concerns, for the record. Beginning in 

of 1990 and again in July of 1991, we submitted comments regarding the GM plant 
in part questioned regulation of PCB's in a more general manner. Our concern all along bas been 
two-fold: 1) basis PCB regulation, and 2) the high emotional content in discussions 
this issue locally, and at the state federal level We have questioned the logical leaps by 
EPA PCB regulation when it seems there is substantial debate in the scientific community as to 

danger to human health and the environment in general from all of PCB's. To 
summarize, we that there may be a connection between highly chlorinated PCB's and 
environmental risk. but it seems that there is little evidence to suggest risk from lower chlorinated 

At the GM site, most of the PCB's are of the lower chlorinated variety, like 1232 
1248's. Nevertheless, EPA went from considering all forms of PCB's as probable cancer causing 
LI.jO,"'U~'" to known, with a stroke of the so to speak. It is certainly sobering to back and 
consider the basis of the enormous impact oft.hese We still wonder if EPA is 
performing a public benefit in their regulation of PCB's. 

A June 14, 1998 article in the Watertown Daily Times noted that last fu.ll. a major study in 
the New England Journal ofMerucine by researchers from Harvard and Mount Sinai Hospital in 
New York found no evidence of increased breast cancer risk among women with high levels of 
organochlorines from such chemicals as DDT and PCBs. In fact, what most researchers are now 
finding in to cancer is that the majority of cancers resuh from a complex set of 
variables, including genetic disposition, internal chemistry. and lifestyle. should refocus our 
environmental efforts on things are of certain to human health and ~he environment. 

Back 1990, EPA's own risk assessment showed that rem<iving the land based PCB 
deposits at GM posed a significant short-term health We now understand that EPA 
recently promulgated new PCB disposal regulations for bulk cleanup wastes like the GM soils and 



two 

sediments up to lOOppm PCBs that can and should be applied to GM's site. Essentially, this 
would allow GM to place such materials beneath a water-repellent in an onsite area protected 
by groundwater controls, fencing, and regular inspections. 

We do not want to see thousands oftons of materials between lOppm and 50ppm shipped 
offsite. Depositing these materials under a cap would significantly reduce risk of accidents, 
injuries and spillage inherent in proposed plan. Such risks threaten our community much, 
much more than if this low level is deposited on site :.mder a Additionally, 
removal and subsequent trucking in of "clean" soil to fill in holes is a significant waste of energy. 
Low concentration sediments and soils on the GM site should be consolidated with other site 
designated for containment, before placing a secure over the area. Specifically, we support 

proposal for off-site disposal, but at concentration levels of 50 ppm and more. 

We must again underline our concern about the emotional and unscientific nature of many 
who take any opportunity to criticize GM. We don't question their sincerity, just their objectivity. 
This carries over to the public hearing process, which has become a convenient soap box for 
activists and radicals. These hearings are really not reflective of local concerns, and people have 
stopped going to them and comments because they question validity of the entire 
process. The public hearing process is flawed, at least terms of determining community 
interest. 

There is no question that our small community stands firmly in support ofGM's plant here 
in Massena in many ways. It wasn't so long ago we thought we were going to lose the plant 
entirely. It's rebirth is a testament to the men and women who have and do work there. and their 
tenacity to make it work. Each piece of the equation is important, and while the community is 
sensitive to environmental there is a that GM's approach for the has 
been one of long tenn protection of human health and the environment. 

In closmg, we would your reconsideration of proposed off-site disposal levels to 50 
ppm and more. We appreciate your positive consideration of our comments. Thank you. 

Frank Alguire 
Executive Director 

cc: U.S .. Senator "'FI ..... ..,.,.."""' .... 

U.S. Senator D' Amato 
U.S. Representative McHugh 
Massena Town Supervisor 
Massena Village Mayor Boots 



October 10, 1998 

Ms. Anne Kelly 
Remedial Project Manager 

Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York, N.Y. 10007-1866 

Subject: ;w..;.:..........u.ll.1l< 

Dear EPA: 

I support EPA's plan to material off site instead of treatment. In future plans, I 

would like to see low level material consolidated in the area or landfill. The amount 

should be based on risk based numbers. 

Sincerely, 

I'2..J'. D . .$.1 ~1'-

C V1\. ~~(t.J ~r I :z. <1 ~ 



III 

PDWERTRAIN 

October 12, 1998 

Anne Kelly. Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York. New York 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Kelly: 

MASSENA PLANT 
P.O. Box 460 

Massena, New York 
13662-0460 

In reference to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's proposed change to the December 
17. 1990 Record of Decision. enclosed are the comments of General Motors Corporation on 
Post-Decision Proposed Plan dated June 1995. GM requests this letter, including its attachments 

materials incorporated by reference, be fully considered by the USEPA and included in the 
administrative record for this matter. The attachment and referenced documents are an intergral 
part of this letter and none should be considered without other. 

Nothing in this or its attachments is intended to construed to waive or limit the claims 
defenses tbat GM may in any future proceedings by USEPA or other person. and 

the company reserves all such rigbts and C1etem;es. 

General Motors is committed to successful completion of remediation program and looks 
forward to continuing a cooperative and productive working relationship with the USEP A during 

remaining remediation work at the site. 

Sincerely. 

~~~Md 
Douglas 
GM Project Coordinator 

Enclosure 



I~ CO.M:MENTS OF GENERAL MOTORS CORPORA nON ON 
AUGUST 1998 POST·DECISION PROPOSED PLAN FOR 

GENERAL MOTORS SITE, MASSENA, NY 

October 12, 1998 

Following are the comments of Motors Corporation C"GM") on the Post-

Decision Proposed ("Proposed Plan") issued by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

("EPA") in August 1998 concerning the General Motors Superfund Site in Massena, New York. 

The Proposed Plan withdraws the June 1995 Proposed Plan for Operable Unit I ("OUI") of the 

Site, even though it proposes a plan for only a fraction of the total waste material 

involved OUL The substitute plan provided for offsite disposal without in a 

to receive waste regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 

("RCRA") and the Toxic Substances Control Actf'TSCA"), of soils and sediments to be 

excavated the <:1,..,,,,,,,1'1',,,, River and its soils installation of site-wide 

groundwater control system. and St. Lawrence River sediments stockpiled at the 

while the concept of offsite disposal without treatment than onsite 

treatment and disposal may be appropriate under the circumstances of Site, there is no basis 

CERCLA, National Contingency Plan, or guidance for the following elements of 

the Proposed Plan: 

It The requirement that excavated and dredged containing at concentrations less 
than 50 ppm be sent offsite instead of being placed within the onsite area that is planned to be 
capped any event; 

It The requirement that excavated dredged materials containing at concentrations less 
than 50 ppm sent to a permitted RCRA to receive hazardous waste and 
permitted under TSCA to receive PCBs over ppm. 



The materials in the administrative records for the two operable units of the Site, including all of 

GM's prior comments and other submissions (which are hereby incorporated by reference). 

unequivocally demonstrate that there would be no risk to human health or the environment from 

containing soils and sediments at concentrations iess than 50 ppm PCBs onsite under a cap in the 

vicinity of the East Disposal Area. At the same time, sending such materials to an offsite facility 

would cost significantly more than onsite disposal and would present a higher risk of 

transportation-related accidents and injuries. 

1. There is no rational basis for requiring that excavated and dredged materials 
containing PCBs at concentrations less than SO ppm be sent offsite 

In general, neither TSCA nor New York law regulates the disposal of soil and debris 

containing PCBs at concentrations less than 50 ppm, unless the PCBs result from post-1978 

releases of higher concentration PCBs. The only reason that such soil and debris is subject to 

government agency attention at the OM Site is because other materials containing PCBs at 

concentrations greater than 50 ppm are present at the Site. The mere presence of these other 

materials at the facility should not fundamentally alter how the lower concentration materials are 

addressed, since the materials can generally be segregated by concentration. 

EPA's revised PCB disposal regulations, issued in lune 1998 after years of careful 

consideration, recognize that bulk remediation wastes like the OM soils and sediments can safely 

remain in low occupancy areas at concentrations up to 25 ppm PCBs without any particular 

protective measures. A "low occupancy area" for purposed of bulk PCB remediation waste is 

any area where such waste has been disposed of onsite and where occupancy for any individual 

not wearing dermal and respiratory protection is less that 335 hours per year (an average of 6.7 

hours per week). See 63 Fed. Reg. 35384, 35437 (June 29, 1998) {to be codified at 40 C.F.R. 



761.3). If the Site is secured by a fence and appropriately marked, up to 50 ppm PCBs can safely 

remain in a low occupancy area. the remediation wastes are covered with a cap of soil. 

concrete, or asphalt meeting TSCA regulatory requirements, up to 100 ppm PCBs may be left in 

such a location. See 63 Fed. Reg. "at 35449 (June 29, 1998) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. 761.61). 

There is no question that the outdoor areas where bulk PCB remediation wastes are 

currently present at the GM Site fit the definition of "low occupancy area." These areas are 

spatially isolated from the remainder of the GM facility and are not subject to regular worker 

traffic. All GM facility grounds are monitored. and the areas in which bulk PCB remediation 

waste are located are surrounded by chain link. fencing topped with barbed wire. These areas are 

also separated by land and water from the St Regis Mohawk Tribe residences to east. 

after remediation is completed. these areas would be visited only purposes of inspecting and 

maintaining elements of the remedy. for a total of about 180 person-hours per year. 

The Record of Decision (UROD") for Operable Unit 2 ("OU2") at the GM Site already 

provides for leaving PCBs in the Disposal at concentrations up to 500 ppm PCBs, 

beneath a composite cap. The Industrial Landfill also will remain onsite, beneath an enhanced 

cap. Moreover. a site-wide groundwater control system will be installed to ensure the hazardous 

substances cannot migrate or east the areas bulk PCB remediation waste, and 

containment areas would be regularly inspected. In the June 1995 Proposed Plan, EPA 

concluded that consolidating additional soils and sediments containing up to 500 ppm PCBs in 

the vicinity of the East Disposal area beneath the composite cap would be protective of human 

health and the environment Even if EPA to withdraw the June 1995 Proposed Plan, it 

cannot simply walk away from the facts and reasoning underlying-its prior conclusions. 

- 3 . 



At the Reynolds Metals Company Site. adjacent [0 the GM facility. has just decided 

to allow river sediments containing up to 50 ppm to be disposed of onsite. Both EPA and 

the State of New York agreed that this remedy would protect human health and the environment. 

The geology and other relevant characteristics of the GM facility are at least as conducive to safe 

onsite disposal of low--concentration PCBs in soil as the Reynolds facility. 

In the face of the information. reasoning. and conclusions supporting revised PCB 

disposal regulations, the OU2 ROD, the 1995 Proposed Plan, and the Reynolds Metal ROD 

(which is hereby incorporated into these comments by reference), cannot rationally require 

the offsite shipment of soils and sediments containing less than 50 ppm PCBs instead leaving 

low-threat materials onsite beneath a cap that complies with TSCA requirements. These 

materials would present no threat to human health or the environment if left onsite under a 

therefore, a remedy providing for such onsite containment would provide overall protection 

human health and the environment. 

Moreover, sending materials between 10 ppm and 50 ppm PCBs offsite would lead to 

reduced short-term effectiveness. because it would involve handling and transportation of 

thousands of tons of material and the accident and injury risks that such handling and 

transportation would involve. Even though EPA's proposal involves only a few thousands cubic 

yards of material less than 50 ppm PCBs, sending such volume offsite would require the use of 

rail cars or tractor-trailers (hundreds of additional truck trips), which would threaten an increased 

risk of accidents, injuries, and spillage. Although the Proposed Plan suggests that transportation 

risks estimated to be small due to the short duration of offsite disposal activities:' 

transportation risks are based on the total number of vehicle miles traveled in course of the 

project. the duration the project. 

-4-



EPA portrays proposal as cost-effective by comparing the costs of disposing offsite all 

specified soils and sediments over 10 ppm with the costs of treating all of these materials onsite. 

is inappropriate, for two reasons. First. in 1995 proposal, EPA agreed that treating 

containing less that 500 ppm PCBs was inconsistent with policy and not the best 

alternative for this Site. Second. EPA omits any comparison of the costs its proposed 

alternative with the costs of an alternative that includes onsite disposal of soils and 

sediments containing less than 50 ppm PCBs. The latter comparison demonstrates that the EPA 

proposal is not a cost-effective method of achieving the specified level of health and 

environmental protection~ The EPA proposal would send 17,930 cubic yards of material offsite at 

a transportation and disposal cost of $4.4 million (excluding excavation, dredging. and 

backfilling costs), or an average cost of $245 cubic yard. Onsite disposal beneath an 

appropriate cap the approximately 4,360 cubic yards of Raquette sediments bank 

soils and groundwater control trench soils containing between 10 ppm and 50 ppm 

however, would cost on the order of $25 per cubic yard, since no expansion of the currently 

planned cap would be needed to handle these materials. other words, EPA is attempting to 

require an incremental expenditure of about $960,(X)() to move the latter volume of low-threat 

material offsite. with no associated health or environmental benefit (In fact, as noted above, 

such an expenditure would result in greater human health risks than disposing of the material 

onsite beneath an appropriate cap.) 

OM would like to emphasize that. if is considering extending proposed remedy 

(offsite disposal of materials over 10 ppm rather that just those over 50 ppm) to the remainder of 

the OU 1 soils and sediments, all of the above reasons would militate even more heavily against 

such an approach. Outside the materials involved in the 1998 Proposed Plan, there are more 

- 5 -



than 25,000 cubic yards of soils and sediments involved in QUI that contain between 10 ppm 

and 50 ppm PCBs. There is room to contain such low-threat materials onsite beneath a cap 

within the groundwater control area Sending such and sediments offsite not only would 

require approximately 385 unnecessary rail car or 1 unnecessary truck trips to move the 

materials to a disposal site, presenting Significant additional transponation and handling risks, 

but would also cost about $5.5 million more than disposing of such low-threat materials onsite. 

other words, EPA's proposed approach would simply shift low-threat material from one 

location to another, at a much greater and cost than leaving it oRsite, without providing any 

additional health or environmental benefits. 

There is no rational basis for requiring that excavated and dredged materials 
containing PCBs at concentrations less than SO ppm be sent to a "RCRA· and 
TSCA - approved" facility. 

Although the Proposed Plan is not entirely clear on this point. it apJ,ears to require all 

offsite disposal to occur at a facility permitted under RCRA and TSCA to accept hazardous waste 

waste containing more than 50 ppm PCBs. As noted previously, soil containing less than 50 

ppm does not present any health or environmental threat as long as it is placed beneath a 

simple soil or asphalt cap. Facilities permitted under TSCA and RCRA typically charge disposal 

that are significantly higher than ordinary solid waste disposal facilities, given the higher 

costs of constructing and operating such facilities. There is no reason to require the of 

TSCA and RCRA facilities for the disposal of soil an~ debris containing less than 50 ppm PCBs. 

For all the reasons listed in these comments, there is no rational basis for requiring GM Site soils 

and sediments containing less than 50 ppm PCBs to be disposed of at a "RCRA- and TSCA-

approved facility." 

- 6-



For all of the foregoing reasons, GM requests that EPA modify the Proposed Plan to 

provide for onsite disposal of materials containing between 10 ppm and 50 ppm PCBs beneath an 

appropriate cap. 

3. Material from onsite lagoons could be included in this phase of work. 

The lagoons at the Site contain material with PCB concentrations that exceed 50 ppm. 

Consistent with the revised PCB disposal regulations, this material could be sent affsite for 

disposal without incineration, once it satisfied the necessary requirements for landfilling (which 

may require some dewatering andlor stabilization). Including the lagoon sediments in the 

proposal would expedite the remedial action in a manner which is both protective of human 

health and the environment and cost-effective. 

- 7 -
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